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THE PROBLEM
Statement of the Problem
The role of the Community School Director has under
gone, and is undergoing, definite shifts in emphasis.

In

the past, planning and programming within Community Edu
cation relied heavily on the directive approach of pro
viding for people (Rothman, 1969; Van Voohrees, 1972).
The essence of that approach was that the Community
School Director determine, plan, organize, and administer
programs for people.

The shift currently is toward Com

munity Education being a community involvement process
through which individuals' needs are identified and met
regardless of the area of concern or the organization
which provides the service (Minzey, 1972; Van Voohrees,
1972; Weaver, 197 2).

This community involvement process

was the subject of a speech (Marland, 1971) in which it
was indicated :
. . . the schools of America must change
greatly. The programs of education in our
schools must be adapted directly to the
quality of life expected for the people
living therein. New relationships between
the school and community must be designed
with substantial ownership and governance
of the schools restored to the nearby
people. The schools themselves must be a
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new and clearly visible instrument of social
justice [p. 3].
Formerly the Community School Director was looked
upon as a school-community liaison who devoted most of
his time to programs that were, for the most part, schoolbased, school-oriented, and which depended to a great
extent on the school for its resources (Drummond, 1953).
Recent research (Weaver, 197 2) indicates that the Com
munity School Director should be focusing his attention
to meeting community needs that are community-oriented,
community-based, and committed to coordinating all re
sources to serve the entire community.
In a study of community educators* goals conducted
by Weaver (197 2) for the National Community School Edu
cation Association (NCSEA) it was reported that most of
the goals designated as primary by the respondents were
process oriented.

Their main concerns were with specific

structures, interactions, and sentiments which build com
mon community interests and goals.

These primary goals

involved the processes of coordinating, surveying, demon
strating, programming, training and promoting.
The focal point of this study was to compare duties
performed by Community School Directors with the goals of
community educators as suggested on the NCSEA*s 1972
survey.

Specifically, the investigator attempted to

determine: (1) what Community School Directors consider to
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be their duties, and (2) the extent to which these duties
relate to the goals of community educators.
Definition of Terms
The use of these terms in this study is intended to
convey the following meanings:
1.

Goals will be defined according to Banfield
(1970), who writes, "A goal is an end - an
image of a state of affairs which is the object
of activity [p. 75]." In this study goals
refer to those objectives of Community Educa
tion listed as of primary importance by com
munity educators who participated in the 19 72
survey done by Weaver.

2.

Duties as used herein, refer to activities or
functions that a person has a legal, moral, or
natural obligation to perform as a result of
their position within a social setting.
In
this study duties refer to roles designated as
of primary importance by district-level direc
tors of Community Education.

3.

Community School Director as used herein, refers
to district-wide coordinators of Community Edu
cation programs for a school district. The
following designations will be used in identi
fying Community School Directors: Any person
listed in the 1972 membership directors of the
NCSEA with the title of :
Supervisor of Community Schools (Education
Director of Community Education for a school
district
Director of Community Schools
District Director of Community Education
(Schools)
Assistant Superintendent for Community Edu
cation (Schools)
Administrative Assistant for Community EduCoordinator of
(This title
indicates a
verified by

Cojiimunity Education (Schools)will be recognized only if it
district-wide position as
the Executive Secretary,
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National Cojrununity School Education
Association.)
Compatibility refers to the degree of congru
ence between goals, of Community Education as
suggested by community educators, and the
duties of Community School Directors as deter
mined in this study.
Role, as used herein, refers to a set of expec
tations - a set of evaluative standards applied
to an incumbent of a particular position.
Background
The purpose of this section of the report was to pro
vide background information on:

(1) the social setting in

which Community Education is practiced, (2) various ways
by which the school defines its role in Community Education,
(3)

the development of the position of Community School

Director,

and (4) linking the research problem to the

conceptual framework of role theory.

This information was

an attempt to gain insight into factors which influence the
Community Education process and the person primarily re
sponsible for its development and implementation, the Com
munity School Director.
Social Setting
Melby (.1972); Minzey and LaTarte C1972); Van
Voohrees C1972) state that if the social setting is one
which is characterized as:

Cl) a stable society, (2)

highly organized communities characterized by common inter
ests and collective action, and (.3) congruence of goals
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between the school and the conimunity, then, based on these
assumptions, the job of the Community School Director is
so structured and organized that it is school-based and
program oriented.

However, the present social setting in

America is not as described above, but instead, is one
which is characterized as follows:

(1) societal uneasi

ness and dissatisfaction (Mead, 1970; Melby, 1971; Reich,
1970), (2) community disorganization (Coleman, 1966,
Minzey and LaTarte, 197 2; Mosteller and Moynihan, 1971;
Toff1er, 1970), (3) general dissatisfaction with the
schools (Kozol, 1972; Illich, 1971; Mead, 1970), and (4)
increasing awareness that the school is not necessarily
the prime vehicle for education and training in the com
munity (Averch, 1972; Clark, 1965, 1970; Steele, 1972;
Weaver, 1972 ) .
The job of the Community School Director is defined
in terms of his role as determined by the community.
Community Education is a process which concerns itself
with everything that affects the well-being of all citizens
within a given community (Minzey and Olsen, 1970).

This

concept encompasses all of the components of a community
as described by Warren C1969).

Warren (1969) defined it

as the organization of social activities to afford people
access to those broad areas of activity which are necessary
in day-to-day living.

Warren (1969) organized these acti

vities around five major functions:
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1.

Local participation in the process of produ
cing, distributing, and consuming those goods
and services which are a part of daily living
and access to which is desirable in the
immediate community.

2.

The socialization process by which a society or
one of its constituent social units transmits
prevailing knowledge, social values, and be
havior patterns to its individual members.
Through this process the individual comes to
take on the way of living in his society
rather than that of some other.

3.

The social control process through which a
group influences the behavior of its members
toward conformity with its norms.

4.

Social participation which allow local access
to activities which makes for social inter-

5.

Mutual support in the time of sickness, the
exchange of labor and economic distress
[pp. 40-42].

The definition of the community in terms of the
systems which perform the major social functions having
locality relevance leads to an emphasis on community func
tions rather than on community institutions (Kramer and
Specht, 1969).
The School and Community Education
The school, which is the institution primarily
responsible for the socialization function (Niebuhr, 1968 ;
Warren, 1969), has defined its role in Community Education
in various ways.

Early definitions were comparatively

limited in their potential impact as compared to more
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recent conceptuelizations (Minzey and LaTarte, 1972).

Com

munity Education in its. earlier stages, and hence, the
role of the Community School Director, tended to define
limited programs such as recreation or extra programs for
adults and children.

They tended to deal with programs

tacked on to the existing curriculum.

In fact, the

rationale for the existence of Community Education was
based on the improvement of the regular school program
(.Becker, 197 2 ; Drummond, 195 3).

Typical concepts used in

conjunction with Community Education included:
1.

Neighborhood schools.
Community control of schools.
Vocational job training and retraining.
Promotion of the fine arts program.
Continuation education programs in institutions
of higher learning.
Credit and noncredit offerings in community
colleges.
Adult education.
Public relations.

9,
10.

Extended activities for children.
Recreation.

11.

Compensatory education programs.

12.

Cooperative education programs.

From such meanings came a refining of the definition of
Community Education (Minzey and LaTarte, 1972).

All of the
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above listings were component parts of the concept of Com
munity Education under which the school became responsible
for all aspects of education as it related to the com
munity.

Thus, under this concept, education was no longer

interpreted to mean formal types of classes, but any
experience leading to the more successful handling of
experiences.

Education attempted to recognize the needs

of the community and to act as a facilitator, coordinator,
or initiator, to see that identified needs were met
(Minzey and LaTarte, 1972).
The two main aspects to the Community Education
Concept are program and process.

The program aspect deals

with the more overt activities of a community.

Programs

designed to meet specific needs of a community are an
example.

Thus, if there was a need for vocational train

ing, recreation, or adult education, the community educa
tion program provided the means of meeting it (Minzey and
LaTarte, 1972; Totten, 1969).

The other aspect of Com

munity Education is the process.

This is the attempt to

organize and activate each community so that it more
nearly reaches its potential for democratic involvement
(Kramer and Specht, 1969; Ravitz, 1973).
Many communities have implemented this concept with
out calling their new expectations and directions Com
munity Education.

In New Orleans (Waters, 1971), com

munity liaison persons were selected to act as liaisons
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and mediators in the community.
bilities included:
(2)

Their specific responsi

(1) talking with community members,

bringing social and welfare agencies into the local

setting, (3) becoming aware of community problems, and
(4)

improving the teachers’ knowledge of the community.

Minzey and LaTarte (1972), mentioned the same type pro
gram in operation in Illinois.

There the person was

called an ombudsman.
One of the most significant innovations in the com
munity development projects has been the design of a com
munity school as a vehicle by which many services of Com
munity Education are delivered.

The community school

becomes the device through which community needs are
matched with community facilities and programs developed
either by the schools or other agencies within the com
munity.

The responsibility for coordinating such services

becomes that of the Community School Director.
Community School Director
The term Community School Director made its appear
ance in 19 51 as part of the adult education program.

This

person was responsible for selecting the room, arranging
the furniture, unlocking the doors, and patrolling the
building while the evening activities were in session
(Solberg, 1970).
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During the early part of this century, most efforts
in Community Education were concerned with curriculum
development and some education, social, and recreational
programs for children after school CCremin, 1961;
Solberg, 1970).
Drummond (.195 3) and Henry (195 3) discussed factors
which were considered when utilizing regular school per
sonnel as community educators.
1.

These factors included:

Interest in physical education.

2.

Flexibility.

3.

A point of view regarding child growth.

4.

Knowledge of community.

5.

Survey techniques.

6.

Breadth of interest in educational preparation.

7.

Faith in people.

In Flint, Michigan, the Community School Director's
position was considered that of a teacher on special
assignment, the incumbent being a regularly assigned
members of the teaching staff with one-half teaching load.
He would report to the school at noon and teach his
regular class, and then remain after school to supervise
and coordinate all after-school activities (Young and
Quinn, 1983).
The impetus in Flint for Community Education came
from recreational interests.

In 1935, Frank J. Manley,
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Director of Physical Education and Recreation, Flint
Public Schools, expanded the availability of public and
private school facilities, city parks, and other recrea
tional facilities for use by the general public (Johnson,
1973).

This expansion was facilitated by a grant from

the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation.

Because the programs

were so widely dispersed about the city, it became neces
sary to hire some persons, not necessarily professionals,
on a full-time basis to provide coordination, operation,
and administration of the recreation program.

The use of

such part-time personnel continued in operation until the
middle 1950's (Warsh, 1973).
Records of the Flint Board of Education (1971)
indicated the term Community School Director was used to
designate a full-time position in 1951.

The only require

ments were that the person have a college degree and a
Michigan teaching certificate.
1972; Young and Quinn, 1963)

Several studies (Becker,

noted that although the

person had the title of Community School Director, his
duties were similar to that of earlier individuals who
filled such a position, namely:
1.

Know and work with the building staff.

2.

Know and work with the entire community of
the school.

3.

Teach on a half-time basis.

4.

Be responsible for the promotion, coordination,
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and administration of all activities and pro
grams related to the school but which were not
part o f 'the K-12 curriculum.
5.

Enroll in one graduate course related to com
munity school education each semester.

To achieve greater citizen involvement, community
school councils were organized in 1953 (Woons, 1972).
The original purpose of these groups was to aid the Com
munity School Director in the planning and use of the
gymnasium and school facilities.

Most of the membership

for community councils came from the parent-teacher
organizations, other community leaders, businessmen, and
parents who were asked to join.

According to Harris

(1970), specific purposes of school councils were:
1.

To offer an opportunity for all people residing,
working, or having an interest in the community,
to cooperate in efforts to understand, analyze,
and solve community problems.

2.

To promote cooperation among organizations and
individuals interested in making the community
a better place to live.

3.

To collect and give to members and others, com
plete and accurate information concerning com
munity needs and the resources available for
meeting these needs.

4.

To secure democratic action in meeting local
needs through existing agencies, organizations,
and institutions.

5.

To take all necessary and advisable civic
measures to develop new facilities where and
when needed.

6.

To identify potential community leaders and to
develop their qualities of leadership for com
munity betterment.
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7.

To maintain and improve mutual understanding
between the schools and other integral parts of
our community.

8.

To work together and to cooperate with neighbor
hood organizations for the promotion of good
human relations [pp. 37-42].

The establishment of the position of Community
School Director within the public school system of Flint
meant that the director was responsible for duties within
the school setting as a member of the staff; at the same
time, the establishment of community councils indicated
community-based, community-oriented duties.

By 1959,

because of the large boundries for many of the elementary
and secondary schools, it became very difficult for some
Community School Directors to know and be known by the
community each served.

In such instances, it became

necessary for the Community School Director to perform
duties that were, for the most part, school-centered and
which relied on a directive approach of providing pro
grams for people.

Some (Minzey and LaTarte, 1972) saw this

change to within structure responsibilities as a natural
outcome of the growth of the Community School Director's
role.

Others (Weaver, 1972) saw this loss of contact as

detrimental, to the Community Education Concept.

Loss of

contact with the community meant an emphasis on programs,
whereas, community contact and involvement made for facili
tation of the process aspect of Community Education.
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During the 1960's, other communities became involved
in Community Education.

In many instances, because of the

size of the community, the Community School Director
became involved in fund raising, budgeting, personnel
procurement, and other related activities.

He was also

still responsible for administration, operational policy
making , as well as interpretation, adaptation, and coor
dination of his activities with existing programs.

Often

his title was Coordinator of Community Education or Com
munity School Coordinator.
The Community School Director's position is a
leadership position within a school structure.
evident from the role he assumes.

This is

Weaver (1972) main

tained that although the Community School Director should
be assigned to an administrative position where he can
influence school persons at all levels of instruction,
there was also a need for involvement in the process
aspect of Community Education.

Other authorities (Minzey

and LaTarte, 1972) maintained that process can only be
achieved after you develop and implement programs.
Weaver's (1972) study for the NCSEA revealed com
munity contact and involvement as emerging goals of com
munity educators.

The extent to which these emerging goals

are realized depends on the manner in which the Community
School Director can perform his duties.

The findings of
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Weaver's, C1972) study and review of the literature seems
to indicate that the school defines Community Education
goals in terms of societal needs.

The degree to which

these goals are realized are dependent upon the activities
of the Community School Director.

A review of concepts

from role theory will provide a conceptual basis for
studying the relationship between goals and roles, or
functions.
Objectives
The success of any type of Community Education pro
gram depends to a great extent on the kinds of activities
the Community School Director deems appropriate to fulfill
his objectives.

This study sought to extend the NCSEA's

1972 study by providing answers to the following research
questions :
1.

What are the duties of the Community School
Director?

2.

Is there a compatibility between the duties
performed by the Community School Director and
the goals of community educators as suggested
in the NCSEA's 1972 survey?
Importance of the Study

This study was an attempt to extend the findings of
the investigation done by Weaver Cl972) for the NCSEA.

It

was intended to provide the NCSEA and the Charles Stewart
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Mott Foundation with information on what Community School
Directors perceive to be their duties.

The study was also

intended to find the extent to which there was a need to
modify Community Education models.

Importantly, the

investigation was intended to gather information which
would provide insight into the relationship of the goals
of community educators to the duties of Community School
Directors.

The results of this study could provide plan

ners and decision makers with systematic data on the role
of Community School Directors.

This information could aid

in determining whether it is necessary to redefine the job
of Community Education to include prime responsibility for
the processes of community development and accountability
to the groups which develop these processes.
Organization of the Report
Chapter I has included a statement of the problems,
definition of terms, a description of the background, the
question investigated, and the importance of the study.
Chapter II will contain the conceptual and theoreti
cal material dealing with the research problem.

The rela

tionship between the duties of Community School Directors
and the goals of community educators will be investigated
within the context of role theory.

A review of role con

sensus, role conflict, role expectations, and research
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studies in role analysis in education will be conducted.
Chapter III will provide a review of the problem, a
description of the population, and a description of the
instrumentation.

Also contained in the chapter is a

statement of the procedures used and a description of the
data analyses.

The chapter concludes with a statement

regarding the limitation of the design.
Chapter IV will relate the results of statistical
analyses to the questions posed.

It also presents a

discussion of important findings.
Chapter V will summarize the findings of the study,
state conclusions, and discuss implications for further
research and study.
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CHAPTER II
CONCEPTUAL AND THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT
In this chapter, the conceptual material for dealing
with the research problem is developed.

The Community

School Director is a school-based person assigned the task
of identifying and resolving community needs and wants.
The extent to which he is able to function in such a
setting is dependent upon:

(1) expectations held for him

within the school setting, the institution which created
the job, (2) the expectations of the community, the per
sons for whom the job was created, and (3) the expectations
of the Community School Director himself.

Many authors

(Getzels and Bidwell, 1957; Getzels and Guba, 1955, and
Gross, Mason and McEachern, 1958) define these expecta
tions as a role.

This suggests

a review of the data and

opinions from selected and related literature associated
with role dimensions would be an appropriate context from
which to view the relationship between the duties of Com
munity School Directors and the goals of community educa
tors.

Areas included for review consist of the following:
1.

Conceptual and theoretical development of
role theory.

2.

Concepts of role conflict, role consensus,
and role expectations.

3.

Research studies of role analysis in education.
18
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Using this approach, will enable the investigator to
gain insight into what social scientists and psychologists
thinking is on role dimensions.

Also, information will be

obtained which will aid in organizing and explaining the
report.
Conceptual and Theoretical
Development of Role Theory
A survey of the literature from 1900 to 19 50 related
to role theory was compiled by Neiman and Hughes (1951).
Just prior to 1900, social psychologists began to empha
size the concept of self as the basic element in the
development of the personality in the process of symbolic
interaction and to stress the importance of the individ
ual’s attitude toward himself as it is determined by the
attitudes and expectations of others toward him.

William

James (1918) is credited as being one of the first to
develop a concept of the social self (Neiman and Hughes,
1951).

Under this concept, the social self was depicted

as one of the constituent elements of personality.

The

self was seen as growing by virtue of a dialogue with
others.

Under this concept a Community School Director

would have as many selves as he has membership groups.
James' C1918) basic notion of social self with
particular stress- on the importance of language as the
basic means for social interaction was extended by John
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Dewey CNeiman and Hughes, 1951).

George H. Mead (1934)

combined Jameses (1.918) idea of the social self as the pro
duct of the mental images of a person conceived by other
members of his group, Baldwin's idea of the circular
response or the dialogue of self and others, and Dewey's
emphasis on language as the basic element in the process
of social interaction.
idea of his own.

To these concepts, he added an

Mead (19 34) described it as "taking the

role of the other [p. 36]."

This process of personality

formation is similar to an earlier formulation of role
theory developed by Charles H. Cooley (1902) called the
"Looking Glass Self" concept.
three stages:

The process consists of

(1) imagination of how we appear to others,

(-2) imagination of how we are evaluated by others, and
(3)

a feeling of pride or mortification.

Under this

process, the self is a reflection of social opinion.

This

has particular applicability to the Community School
Director.

What he eventually does is a result of his

social interactions.
Ralph Linton (19 36) used role concept to link cul
ture and social structure.

He defined it in the following

context :
A role represents the dynamic aspect of a
status. The individual is socially assigned
to a status and occupies it with relation to
other statuses. When he puts the rights and
duties which constitute the status into effect,
he is performing a role. Role and status are
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quite inseparable, and the distinction be
tween them is of only academic interest
Ip. 114].

To Linton (1936), individuals were viewed as occu
pying a number of abstract relationship positions in the
social structure.

These positions or status locations

carry with them certain rights and duties (Getzels and
Guba, 1958).

Thus, how man performs and acts within his

position determines his role.

These roles represent those

aspects of status which he either learns or performs.
Thus, Linton (19 36), using man's conceptual knowledge of
a social organization, analyzed role in terms of beha
viors accompanying different positions and the dichotomous problem an individual has in trying to fulfill con
tradictory roles simultaneously.

Linton's (19 36) major

contribution was his concept of role theory and of soci
ety's demand on an incumbent in a particular position,
office, or his achieved status.
Merton (1940) used role concept to explain behavior
in a bureaucratic structure:
. . . In such an organization, there is inte
grated a series of offices, of hierarchized
statuses, in which inhere a number of obliga
tions and privileges closely defined by the
limited and specific rules Ipp. 560-561].
Sociologists developed role concepts by emphasizing
situational interaction - how an individual performs in a
given situation, as opposed to how he is supposed to per
form (Davis, 1949).
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Newcomb (.1951) stressed the importance of focusing
on the individual and hi.s behavior in a socio-cultural
matrix.

To Newcomb (.1951), role is the central concept

which links the disciplines of psychology and sociology
for consideration of problems which demand both frames of
reference.

Newcomb (1954) also stressed the distinction

between prescribed role and role behavior, expected and
actual performance.
Gross, McEachern and Mason (1958), combined the
definitions of many authors in their own definition of
role.

To them, role is made up of social locations, expec

tations, and behavior.

Although each element is related,

Gross, et al. (1958) restricted their final definition of
role to a set of expectations.

A role to Gross, et al.

(1958) was therefore a set of expectations.

This would

indicate that what a Community School Director does in
terms of performing duties is determined, to some extent,
by the social setting, community and institutional expec
tations, and his own behavior.
Parson's (1954) definition of role illustrated that
roles have aspects of both Linton's (19 36) status defini
tion and Gross, et al. (19 58) expectations studies.
Parsons (1954) gave the following definition:
The role is that organized sector of an
actor's orientations which, constitutes and
defines his participation in an interactive
process. It involves a set of complementary
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expectations concerning his own action and
those of others with.whom he interacts.
Both'the actor and those with whom he inter
acts possess their expectations Ipp, 38-39].
Thus, in Parsons'

Cl954) view, role involved an

interaction process between incumbents of a position and
those individuals who interact with them.

These roles,

according to Parsons Cl954), are occupied by actors who
are real people with personalities and need-dispositions.
Under this concept, an individual is influenced by social
value orientation as well as by his need-disposition.
Thus value orientation may find its origin in a culture,
a social group, or from within.
Parsons (1954) stressed the psychological aspects of
role theory.

The actor, according to Parsons' (1954),

patterns his actions after implied or stated goals and
standards.

Using this frame of reference, the social

scientist felt that patterns of behavior could be studied
as responses to the normative expectations of other mem
bers of the social system.

Thus, Parsons (1954) saw his

role as examining the social system in terms of the norms
binding individuals together and defining the individual's
obligations to the organization.

According to Parsons' (1954)

view, the Community School Director, from a psychological
standpoint, would pattern his actions after whichever
reference group defines his obligations.

However, a prob

lem for the Community School Director is that he is likely
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to have a number of reference groups,
Getzels and Guba (JL95 5) defined role as what is
expected of an incumbent and what the incumbent expects.
Their theory is referred to as the Nomothetic-Idiographic Theory and conceives of any organization or sub
organization as a social system with two simultaneously
independent and interactive classes of phenomena.

Insti

tutions, specifically made up of roles and expectations
that are in keeping with and aimed at meeting the goals
of the system, constitute the first class.

The sociologi

cal analysis reflected in this class is aimed at the
understanding of group behavior through the dimension of
activity.

Guba and Bidwell (1957) stated that this

dimension has three principal aspects, arranged here in
order of increasing generality:

(1) role expectations,

which specify the normative rights and duties associated
with a status, or position, and which taken together,
define role, (2) roles are complementary, each deriving its
meaning from other related roles, and (3) taken together,
they comprise the most important units of institution.
Hence, role, expectation, and institution constitute the
major elements of the dimension of Getzels-Guba Theory
referred to as nomothetic.

The idiographic dimension

describes those aspects of human activity which are
oriented exclusively to fulfillment of personal needs or
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expression of personal characteristics of people within
the social system at a given time.

Its emphasis is based

upon a psychological analysis aimed at understanding group
behiavior in terms of the personal dimension of activity.
The elements are individual, personality, and. needdisposition CSweitzer, 1963).
According to Getzels and Guba (1957), institutions
have certain roles and expectations that fulfills the
goals of the system.

Individuals with different personal

ities and need-dispositions inhibit the system.

Observed

interactions between institutional expectations and indi
vidual need-dispositions are what they call "social
behavior [p. 26]."
The institution as well as the individual are seen
as open systems operating within and interacting with an
environment larger than both of them.
Getzels and Guba (1957) combined definitions of role
to describe their framework of social behavior.

To them

roles are the dynamic aspects of the positions, offices,
and statuses within an institution, defined in terms of
role expectations, certain normative obligations and re
sponsibilities, complementary and independent, each
receiving its meaning from other related roles in the
institution, stamped with the unique style of each
individual who occupies the role.
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A paradigm was constructed by Getzels and Thelen
(1960) that employed the definition of social behavior.
Fig. 1.--Getzels-Guba Social System Model
Nomothetic Demension
nstitution--------)Role-------- >Expectation^^^^
Social
System

Observed
Behavior
Individual--- > Personality — ^Need-Disposition'
Idiographic Dimension

The model shows that the effects between each of the
elements for each of the dimensions is in the primary
direction of left to right.

Each element in the two

dimensions serves as the unit of analysis for the element
that comes before it, (e.g., the social system is defined
by its institutions, and each institution by its consti
tuent roles, and each role by the expectations attached
to it).

The point at which it is most appropriate to study

each of the dimensions is on the far right or at the expec
tations, need-disposition sector.
Getzels and Guba (1957) defined role expectations as
what the incumbent should or should not do while he is the
incumbent of a particular position, office, or status.
The need-disposition of the incumbent governs his reaction
to the environment and role expectations.

Thus, role

expectations and need-dispositions are factors which
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influence an individual's tendencies, to orient and tp
expect certain results for his actions.

Even when insti

tutional expectations are given maximum specification,
behavior still retains some personal aspect.

The Getzels-

Guba Model takes into account role prescription and the
individual's personality.

A role incumbent’s behavior may

be described as falling along a continuum ranging from
primary emphasis on the nomothetic dimension (institu
tional-relevant) to primary emphasis on the idiographic
(personality-relevant) performance (Sweitzer, 1963).
A critically important consideration for the Com
munity School Director, using the Getzels-Guba Model, is
that of determining what constitutes institutional expec
tations.

Is it the school system, the coiiununity, or other

Community School Directors?

This study should provide in

sight into this problem.
Role theory when combined with other bodies of
theoretical consideration provide further insight into
interpreting social behavior.

Cain (1968) in synthe

sizing role and reference group therapy, distinguished
between effective (those who have the ability to persuade
or encourage the focal person to accept their definitions
or sets of expectations) and ineffective role definers.
The self is also seen as playing a part as role definer
for the incumbent.

Cain (1968) stated that reference

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

groups vary between positive and negative and the amount
of time available to each.

In terms of order or potency,

reference groups can be classified as identification
groups, normative groups, and audience groups.

These

groups can then be placed into categories of either inter
active or comparative.

Variables of centrality, legi

timacy, visibility, likelihood of sanctions, personality
of focal position incumbents, and group cohesiveness,
determines how the hierarchy within each classification
varies.

Consideration of these factors help resolve the

problem for theory of how the relative potency of groups
is determined.

The person's identification with a group

was approached by Cain (1968) with the suggestion that
the incumbent had a certain perception of the group's
dependence on him and, in turn, his dependence on the
group.

Cain (1968) stated:
. . . the power of counter positions within the
reference group categories is largely a func
tion of the degree of interdependence between
the counter-position and himself perceived by
ego, and that this holds true both as regards
the long term hierarchy of power and also in
particular situations where there may be a
temporary shift Ip. 114].
Williams (I960) found empirical and theoretical

evidence for conceptualizing leadership as associated with
variations of role based on functional problems.

In a

study done by Williams (1.960) to test this theory, it was
found that leadership styles tended to associate with
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either instrumental or expressive subsystems.

Results of

the study revealed that decisions were made within each
subsystem without emergence of authoritarian leadership.
Instead, the structure was one which resulted in decisions
based on a high degree of consesnus and tolerance.
The theoretical and conceptual development of role
theory has provided a basis for understanding the relation
ship between duties, or functions, and goals.

The next

section is concerned with conflict, consensus, and
expectations.
Role Conflict, Role Consensus,
and Role Expectations
Role conflict, role consensus, and role expectations
are key concepts in understanding the social environment
within which a Community School Director must function.
This is because, as pointed out earlier, the Community
School Director operates in an environment with a number of
diverse demands on his functioning.

This section of the

report will present the views of several authors regarding
these concepts.
Role Conflict
Conflict usually occurs when a particular role is
attributed varying definitions and expectations.

This

conflict in role definition may be accounted for by
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varying socialization experiences, different reference
groups, and differences in values (.Gross, et al., 1958).
Gross, et al. (.1958 ), further stated:
. . . the fascinating thing . . . in . . .
organizations is the extent to which indivi
duals who work in close contact with each
other can misperceive the role expectations
others hold for their role performance
[p. 263].
Within the realm of role expectations, conflict occurs
between two extremes; namely, where there is maximum
disagreement and the other where there exists unanimous
agreement.
Getzels and Guba (1954) maintained that conflict
occurred when ". . . a n actor is required to fill simul
taneously two or more roles that present inconsistent,
contradictory or even mutually exclusive expectations
[p. 5]."

Three options are then open to the incumbent.

He may either abandon a particular role and assume
another, he may choose to attempt to compromise, or
thirdly, he may decide to withdraw either physically or
psychologically, or both.
There are four major types of conflict identified
in the Getzels-Guba Model.
1.

Conflict between the cultural values of the
larger environment and institutional expecta
tions and/or individual need-disposition.

2.

Conflict between the patterns of expectations
attached to a given role and the patterns of
need-dispositions of that particular incumbent
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to that role.
3.

Role conflict.

4.

Personality conflict.

'The level of severity of role conflict depends on:
Cl) the relative incompatibility that may exist between
two roles, and (.2) the rigor with which a given expecta
tion is defined (i.e., how flexible or how rigid are the
limits set by a group of definers).

Getzels and Guba

(1954) define role in the context of being a function of
the interaction between different personalities and the
role expectation.
Four dimensions of role conflict were proposed by
Seeman (1954).

The theory that conflict comes about as a

result of trying to honor success achieved individually
and at the same time deny that there exists some differ
ences in status or position, he defined as the status
dimension.

Another dimension, authority, occurs when

values of dependence and independence conflict with each
other.

When one must choose between the "universalist"

as opposed to the "particularist" criteria for social
action, Seeman (1954) calls the institutional dimension.
Lastly, Seeman (1954) mentions the conflict that occurs
when one must decide whether the emphasis is put on getting
the job done, which is the practical emphasis, or whether
the process of achievement should be stressed.
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According to Frank Cl964 ). the greatest conflict
occurs in situations where roles are well-defined and
yield coherent and internally consistent set of roles but
prohibit individual initiative and lack provision for
individual and institutional adaptation to changes in
administration environment.
well-defined " . . .

Frank (1964) argues that

organizations failing to ride with

the punches effectively resist pressure from outside until
that pressure either subsides or builds up enough to
topple the institution.

. . Ip. 27]."

Under-defined and

over-defined roles have a somewhat opposite effect.
Frank (1964) maintained that both under and over-definition
of roles impose a much wider range of discretion on indi
vidual decision makers than do well-defined roles.

The

under-defined roles permit individuals actively to take
the determination of their own and others' destinies into
their own hand if they so wish.

It allows adaptation of

role definition and response to changing environment
(Katterle, 1970).

Over-defined, excessive or conflicting

role expectations results in adaptive or deviant role per
formance, creation of alternative role responses or grad
ually changing the expectation of one's own role.

Stogdill

(.1954) differed with Frank (1964) in that he maintained role
conflict tends to be created when "roles are not clearly
defined (and that role conflict) is an attribute of
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individuals . . . their perception of discrepancies and
their reaction to it . . . not of the stimulus situation
Ip. 5 2J."

Thus, role conflict is important in the analy

sis of role theory.
These concepts suggest that the Community School
Director faces the problem of portraying roles which can
be attributed to the definitions and expectations of both
the school system and the community.

The degree to which

the Community School Director can perform his duties is
dependent upon the relative incompatibility that exists
between the normative role expectations of the school
system and the flexibility with which he can develop the
role-making process.
Role Consensus
Role consensus is a list of expected behaviors with
accompanying information as to whether each behavior is
demanded or merely permitted to occur (Newcomb, 1953).
Biddle (1966) defined it simply as "the sameness of com
monly held norms, conceptions ; . . . and the . . ,. same
ness of behavior in general [p. 12 5]."
Biddle (1953) conducted an extensive research
investigation at the University of Missouri in which he
developed a five major dimensional framework for analysis
of role consensus and its application to role theory.

The

first dimension is concerned with the level of the object
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to be discussed.

Three levels of discussion were included.

The first or real world level includes the actual person,
characteristic or behavior.

The second level is labeled

first order cognition and is defined as cognitions
maintained by social observers about real world events.
Cognitions are mental mapping structures that may be
judged as accurate or innacurate.

Expectations and norms

are first order cognitions which serve to structure the
behavior of individuals.

Biddle (1953) identified the

third level as second level cognitions.

Biddle (1953)

defined it as cognitions maintained by the social observer
about cognitions of others.

The second dimension of

analysis is the persons discussed, either as object or
subject.
behavior.

The object-actor is a person who exhibits the
The subject is a person who is presumed to hold

cognitions relating to a social situation, and more spe
cifically, to an object and his characteristics.

When the

cognitions are held for the self, then the person may be
subject and also object.

There should be a distinction

made between the individual standing alone and one who is
seen as a member of a position.
dered is characteristics.

A third dimension consi

These may be either behaviors

which, are performed and bound by time and place or features
which are like a mask and persist beyond a specific con
text.

A fourth dimension is types of cognitions.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Cognitions are either expectations or norms.

Expectations

are termed as subjective probability maps maintained by a
subject, while norms are prescriptive maps.

Neither expec

tations nor norms need bear any relationship to the actual
behavior of the object.
role.

A set of expectations make up a

The final dimension is the background' or setting.

Patterns of behavior tend to have less variance within
settings than they do between settings.
can be both physical and social.

These settings

The positions present,

time, institutional structure, history and shared culture
are all aspects of background.
Gross, et al. (1958), employed the following method
ology to empirically investigate the problem of role
consensus :
1.

Specify the object and subject populations;

2.

Obtain data on the expectations held for the
incumbent, and

3.

Obtain measures of the degree of consensus
on their role definitions [pp. 96-98].

Data for the previous investigation can be secured by one
or both of the two procedures.
1.

Focus on the degree of agreement among role
definers, on which range of alternatives,
. . . the incumbent of a position should
adopt in a particular situation, or

2.

Focus on their . . . degrees of . . . con
sensus on a single evaluation standard that
might be applied to him [pp. 96-110].
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The resulting consensus can be defined either as:

(1)

intraposit ion con sen sus where the consensus is among all
of the incumbents or among one group of role definers, or
(2) interposition consensus where the consensus is be
tween various samples or groups of role definers.

Gross,

et al. (.1958 ) stipulates that a criterion of 50% might be
set to determine which behavior is demanded and conse
quently a measure of consensus is also set.
Gross, et al. (19 58) were concerned with an exten
sive examination of role concepts in their analysis of
the position of school superintendent.

The study was an

aspect of the School Executive Studies, a research pro
gram initiated by Harvard University in 1952.

A basic

assumption of the research was that the extent of con
sensus on role definition may directly affect the func
tioning of a social system.

In their review of the

literature, the authors concluded:
In attempting to place the problem of role
consensus in its social science setting, we
observed that the postulate of consensus is
still enmeshed in the analyses of many stu
dents of social behavior.
Since their analyses
assume consensus on role definitions among mem
bers of a group or "society," they have ignored
its possible significance as a variable for
social science inquiry. We also observed, how
ever, that during the past decade, there has
been an increasing tendance to consider role
consensus an important variable for the study
of individual social behavior, the functioning
of social systems, and cultural organizations
Ip. 137].
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Consideration of role consensus is pertinent for
this research.

Consensus was not assumed, but the degree

to which it did or did not exist was considered as a
determinant of other variables having implications for the
Community School Director.
Role consensus can be either microscopic or macro
scopic.

Microscopic role analysis is concerned with the

variable of role consensus in relation to the functioning
of small social systems.

If one is analyzing the super

intendency, for example, one would analyze one school
system; if the principalship, one particular school and
its principal.

Macroscopic analysis, on the other hand,

is concerned with the superintend incy on a more global
scale.

Inferences are sought for the role of all super

intendents.

In microscopic analysis, the determinants of

role consensus are also investigated.
are answered:

Two major questions

(1) What amount of interaction among groups

is related to consensus, and (2) Is homogeneity of group
members on certain characteristics related to consensus
(Munoz, 1971)?
Role consensus yield considerable information when
used in analysis.

Along with role conflict, it is depen

dent on what expectations are held for a particular role
by the definers.
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Role Expectations
Role expectations is a term used ejftensively in
role theory.

Linton Cl945) defined it as ". . . the

legitimate expectations . . . with respect to the behavior
toward them of persons in other statuses within the same
system Ip. 213]."

Newcomb (1953) termed role expecta

tions as ". . . all the approved ways of carrying out
the necessary functions required of the occupant of a
position [p. 37]."
Parsons (1951).

Another definition was given by

Parsons (1951) called it ". . . expecta

tions . . . concern, and in part, set standards for the
behavior of the actor . . . [p. 229]."

Sabin (1943)

states that ". . . a position in a social structure is a
set of expectations or acquired anticipatory reactions
[p. 109]."

According to Sabin (1943), the person learns:

(1) to expect or anticipate certain actions from other
persons, and (2) that others have expectations of him.
Gross, et al. (1958) maintained that expectations
can be an evaluative standard which can be applied to a
position incumbent and can either be predictive or norma
tive.

The authors mentioned the two dimensions to an

expectation; namely, direction and intensity.

Before the

direction of an expectation can be specified, an opera
tional or empirical reference must first be introduced.
There is then a continuum on which any expectation can be
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placed which ranges from the completely permissive (may
or may not), through the preferential (preferably should),
to the mandatory (absolutely must).

Gross, et al. (1958)

then categorized expectations into three areas :
1.

Role Sectors - expectations applied to the
relationship of a focal position to (that
of) a single counter position.

2.

Rights and Obligations - rights of an in
cumbent of a focal position are defined as
expectations which are applied to an incum
bent of a counter position, and

3.

Obligations of the incumbent of a focal
position which are defined as expectations
which are applied to the incumbent of that
position (i.e.. Behavior = should do.
Attribute = should be) [pp. 74-7 7].

In most of the conceptualizations they considered.
Gross, et al. (1958 ) noted three basic ideas appeared :
”. . .

individuals in social locations behave with

reference to expectations [p. 17]."
Role conflict, role consensus, and role expectations
provided the investigator with an understanding of key
concepts in role theory.

They provide a means of identi

fying and explaining factors which are involved in func
tioning in a societal setting.

The concepts developed in

this section of the report will be used in interpreting
the findings.
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Research. Studies of Role
Theory in Education
This section will consist of a review of selected
research, that has been done in the areas of role consensus,
role conflict, and role eixpectations.

The review will

focus on studies involving community school educators and
educational administrators.

These studies will provide

the investigator with information on findings of other
authors concerned with particular aspects of role theory.
Related Research
in Consensus
One of the most significant and frequently cited
research projects is the study of the school superinten
dency by Gross, et al. (1958).

The study explored the

problems of role consensus, conformity to expectations,
and resolution of role conflict.

The postulate of role

consensus has either been implied or implicit in studies
of various social systems.

In addition, the effect of

different degrees of consensus on role performance has
not been acknowledged.

After a thorough review of role

theory. Gross, et al. C1958) developed a methodology that
tested many theoretical hypotheses which made use of role
consensus as a variable.
A population of 105 superintendents and 508 school
board members in the state of Massachusetts were used as
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the sample.

The hypotheses were tested for the whole

population, categorized under the title of macroscopic
consensus, and for each, separate school system, which was
categorized as microscopic.
The research findings gave no support to the
hypothesis that the length of interaction and the extent
of homogeneity were related to role consensus in school
board members and school superintendents.

The findings

did indicate that homogeneity and interaction were related
to role consensus within the group.

Gross, et al. (1958)

further hypothesized that role consensus determines the
satisfaction of group members and the manner in which they
evaluate one another.

Satisfaction was found to be

related to consensus within the school board member group,
but it was not found to be related to role consensus
between school board members and school superintendents.
The superintendents' ratings of school board members were
found to be related to consensus, but the school boards'
ratings of superintendents were not related to consensus.
Faskett (1969) did
consensus
teachers.

a study on the concept of role

as it pertains to the role of elementary school
The following questions were asked:

1.To what extent do elementary
school teachers
agree among themselves regarding their role?
2.

To what extent do the members of relevant
populations of others (principals, school
board members, citizens, etc.) agree among
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themselves regarding appropriate behavior
for teachers'?
3.

To what extent does each, of the subject
populations agree with, each of the other
populations regarding the role of the
teacher?

4.

To what extent does each of the subject
populations think each of the other popula
tions has views regarding the role of the
teacher the same as their own?

5.

To what extent is each of the populations
able to perceive accurately the views of
each of the other populations [p. 7]?

Data for the study were gathered in three communi
ties on the Pacific Coast, designated as community "A"
(population 28,000), community "B" (population 70,000),
and community "C" (population 400,000).
tions from each community included:

Subject popula

(1) all elementary

school teachers (grades 1-6), (2) all full-time elementary
school principals, (3) all school board members, (4) the
superintendent of the Unified District, (5) the central
office staff, and (6) a three stage area probability
sample of adult citizens [p. 9J.
Interviews were held with each of the 2,967 respon
dents, either individually or in groups.

The question

naire was divided into four main role sectors:

Cl) Acting

Toward Pupils, C2) Acting Toward Colleagues, C3) Acting
Toward Parents, and (4) Acting Toward Community.

Five

responses were provided for each role statement:

(1)

definitely should, C2) preferably should, (3) may or may
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not, C4) preferably should not, and (5) definitely should
not.

The teachers were ea,ch given five copies of the

questionnaire.

One of the copies stated "I think that an

elementary school teacher . . . ”

The other four asked

the teacher to give her opinion as to how each of the other
groups would expect a teacher to behave.

Community ”B's”

respondents were administered still another copy carrying
the lead phrase, "I think that most elementary school
teachers . . .", while communities "A” and "C's” respon
dents lead phrase was "I think that most elementary school
teachers would say that an elementary school teacher . . .
[pp. 10-123.”
An analysis of the data broadly indicated that:

(1)

the range of levels of agreement were from no agreement to
full agreement, both from each population's view and from
each population's perceptions of the other populations
views, (2) instead of a relatively constant level of agree
ment, there appears to be infinite levels of agreement,
with the scores distributed on a continuum from low to
high for each of the populations in each of the communi
ties, (3) the means of the scores on agreement tended to
center around 50%, (.*4) when each population is considered
from population to population, the levels of agreement
tend to be constant, C5) from school to school, the levels
of agreement differed to a greater degree than from one

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

school district to another, and C6) the size of the com
munity- had no positive relation on the level of agreement.
Related Research,
on Conflict
Getzels and Cuba C1955) used role theory in an
analysis of the relationship of role expectations, role
conflict, and individual characteristics in the teaching
situation.

After extensive interviews, they developed a

role conflict instrument which permitted the measurement
of the situational and the personalistic aspects of con
flict simultaneously.
of the teacher role:
fessional.

The instrument covered three aspects
socio-economic, citizen, and pro

Based on a 48% return from 344 teachers in 18

schools, the following conclusions were made by the inves
tigators :
1.

2.

The teacher is defined both by core expec
tations common to the teaching situation in
general and by significantly varying expec
tations that are a function of local school
and community conditions.
The nature of the role conflicts is systema
tically related to certain differences
among schools and among communities.

3.

Many of the expectations attached to the
teacher role are inconsistent with expec
tations attached to other roles the teacher
typically occupies. That is, the teaching
situation is. in many ci'itical elements
characterized by role conflict.

4.

The existence of role conflicts may be
taken as evidence that the teacher role
is imperfectly integrated with other roles.
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The consequence of role conflict may be
frustration for the individual teacher and
ineffectiveness for the. educational insti
tution.
5.

There are differential reactions among
teachers in the extent of their liability
to Cor being troubled by) role conflict
in the teaching situation. These differ
ential reactions are systematically and
meaningfully related to certain personal
characteristics of the teacher [pp. 30-40].

Gross and Dreehen

(196 5) made a study of 17 5 princi

pals and examined their

perceptions of their administrative

superordinate's behavior.

The instrument he used is

referred to as the EPL (Executive Professional Leadership).
Among his findings were

the following:

Three out of four principals say
their
is an important activity.
But, only two out
of five say their superiors always help them
to understand their important problems or
make principals' meetings a valuable educa
tional activity [p. 252].

work

Gross and Dreehen (1965) indicated that what the
principal

perceived as important is not perceived as im

portant by his superiors or his superiors have not found
it necessary to cater to his needs, thus producing a pos
sible conflict situation.
Munoz (.1971) did a study to identify and analyze
the role expectations held for the position of Community
Education Development Center Director by various relevant
reference groups.

The basic assumption of the research

was that the identification of areas of role conflict
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could promote the effectiveness of Community Education
Development Center Director, and consequently, the dis
semination of the Community Education Concept.
The study explored the problems of the conceptual
and theoretical development of role analysis, concepts of
role conflict, consensus, and role expectations.

The

population consisted of the 11 directors of the Mott
Foundation funded regional university centers for Com
munity Education development, the 11 deans of the colleges
where the centers were located, the 11 chairmen of the
departments to which the centers were attached, the 55
superintendents of the school districts that were served
by the centers, and the 55 Community School Directors
receiving direct services from the centers.
The thrust of the questionnaire and its analysis
was to determine whether conflicts exist among the groups,
and if so, where and between which groups.
Munoz (1971) postulated the tenants of role theory
which assume that the reference groups (1) define the
Center Director's differently, (.2) the position incumbent
(i.e., Center Director) may or may not perceive the
expectations of others accurately, and (3) place different
emphases on a particular role segment or function, thus
creating situations wherein conflict could occur.
Munoz (1971) found the following results to be
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important :
1.

Conflict exists among the respondent groups
as to their expectations both, for the Center
Director’s role performance and role attri
butes. when analyzed together.

2.

Differences between the respondent groups
do exist based on post-hoc comparisons.
Model group responses indicated that the
conflict may be more in degree of consensus
than actual conflict [pp. 84-89].

Another investigation which focused on Community
Education was a doctoral study by Mitchell (1973) to
determine whether significant differences existed between
the perceptions of principals and Community School Direc
tors of Flint, Michigan, with respect to the variables
authority, responsibility, and delegation.
The sample for this study included the entire popu
lation of the elementary principals and Community School
Directors attached to elementary schools in the Flint
Community Schools - 44 principals and 42 Community School
Directors.

Mitchell (1973), after measuring the various

personnel with administrative responsibilities question
naires, concluded:
1.

There were significant differences between
the perceptions of the principals and the
Community School Directors with respect to
the variable authority;

2.

There were no significant differences be
tween the perceptions of principals and
Community School Directors with respect
to the variable responsibility ; and

. 3.

There were significant differences between
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the perceptions of the principal and Com
munity School Director with respect to the
variable delegation ip. 14Oj .
Related Research
oh Expectations
A study by Bidwe11 C19 55) related teacher job satis
faction to their role expectations of administrators and
the degree to which the administrators fulfilled the
expectations.

Based on a 53% return of questionnaires

sent to 538 teachers in five school districts regarding
their expectations and perceptions of the principal and
superintendent, Bidwell (1955) concluded:
1.

Convergence of teachers’ role-expectations
toward the administrator and their percep
tions of his behavior will be accompanied
by an expression by these teachers of
satisfaction with the teaching situation.

2.

Divergence of teachers’ role-expectations
toward the administrator and their percep
tions of his behavior will be accompanied
by an expression by these teachers of dis
satisfaction with the teaching situation
[p « 4 7].

Further interviews with a sample of the respondents
lent support to the findings, and seemed to indicate that
the conclusions were upheld, independent of the nature of
the expectations.
In another study of teachers, Snyder (1963) found
that the expectations which, collectively constitute the
role of male secondary teachers appeared to be a highly
stable set of stipulations.

Respondents held the same
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expectations for the teacher living next door to them as
they did for teachers in general.

There was a difference

between categories of expectations which Snyder (196 3)
termed primary, peripheral, and secondary.

When expec

tations concerned teaching activities and allied situa
tions closely related to the teaching role, respondents
showed a relatively low consensus, or high disagreement,
as to what they expected.

When expectations were con

cerned with teachers acting independently of, or external
to the school, respondents tended to show greater con
sensus as to what they expected of those teachers.

The

data was collected from 163 teachers designated as
neighbors of 47 junior high school and senior high school
teachers.

The instrument consisted of 166 closed response

expectation items for the teaching role.
A study of xhe role expectations and perceptions of
school principals was conducted by Sweitzer (1963) under
a grant from the Cooperative Research Program of the
U. S. Office of Education.

A major assumption of the

study was that a principal's relationship with others is
influenced by the people who perceive the principal.
The investigators used selected features from
theories by Getzels and Guba, Ralph M. Stogdill, Bruce J.
Biddle, and instruments developed by Schultz and Osgood.
Twenty^one school districts in Oklahoma were used on the
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basis of size, kind of community, and economy of area for
the study.

One elementary and one secondary principal

from each principal's immediate superior (superintendent)
and all teachers of the respective principal's schools
were included as subjects.

An instrument derived from

the design of the research was administered to all
sub]ects.
Sweitzer (1963) covered the following dimensions
with his instrument:

(1) role expectations, (2) role

perceptions, (3) the role expectations and role percep
tions that the principal attributed to others (i.e.,
teachers, superintendents), (*4) the expectations that the
principal felt others should hold for his role, (5) the
interpersonal need-disposition of all subjects, (6) the
general social values, (7) the morale, (8) the consistency
of the decisions preferred, (9) the importance of the
principal's various tasks, and (10) the principal's per
ception of his total work situation.
An analysis of the principals' responses showed that
secondary principals viewed their role quite differently
than the elementary principal in terms of general social
values.

The elementary principals manifested a greater

need to include others.

Both groups of principals had

similar perceptions of expectations of their respective
teachers while they differed in the expectations each
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attributed to his respective superintendent.

Both, groups

of principals felt that teachers and superintendents
should hold similar e.xpectat ions as to their role of the
school principal.

Secondary principals held a much

wider view of community than did the elementary principals,
who tended to view only as community the area which their
particular school served.

Both groups of principals were

consistent in correctly identifying those expectations
they attributed to teachers.
In the areas of Nomothetic and Idiographic behavior
and task performance, teachers and superintendents held
similar views of the roles for both principals' groups.
All three respondent groups tended to agree in the way
they thought a principal should behave.

Teacher morale

was found to be proportionate to the size of the school,
the larger the school the higher the morale.

The expec

tations of superintendents operated as sanctions on both
principals' groups, but the teachers' expectations only
operated as sanctions on the secondary principals.

Prin

cipals and teachers seemed to desire an unstructured and
dependent relationship, shying away from exercising posi
tive leadership or from axerting control while at the
same time wanting to be controlled.
Sweitzer (196 3) came to the following conclusions:
1.

. . . the importance of the "middle manage
ment" dimension of the principal's position
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in that what is appropriate behavior
principal as a subordinate . . . may
always: be appropriate behavior for a
cipal as the administrative superior
teachers.

for a
not
prin
of his

2.

School principals need to recognize that
what they think others expect of them may
not be what others really expect.

3.

Principals have some responsibility for
discovering the nature of the expectations
of perceptions others have for their role
since these conditions vary somewhat from
school to school.

4.

. . . a need to clarify the patterns of
decision making in a school system in terms
of appropriate allocations of authority and
control.

5.

Both superintendents need to maintain com
munication with school principals in order
that all may arrive at some general con
sensus as to one another’s interdependent

6.

Decisions regarding the selection and
assignment of a school principal should
take into consideration the specific
nature of the expectations others hold
for that specific principal.

7.

Preparation and inservice education programs
for school administrators should consider
the behavioral dimensions of the job as well
as the substantive elements of giv en adminis
trative tasks Ipp. 390-391].

Another study of the principalship funded by the
United States Office of Education, Cooperative Research
Branch, was done by Gross, and Dreehen (1965).

The study

focused on the effects and determinants of three aspects
of the principal's role behavior:

Cl) closeness of super

vision, (2) support of innovations, and (3) involvement of
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parents in school affairs.
The population consisted of principals in cities of
over 50,000 or more during the 1960-61 school year,
teachers under the principals ^ supervision, and the prin
cipals’ own immediate administrative supervisor.
research, instruments used included:

The

the Principal’s

Background Questionnaire, the Principal’s Role Question
naire, the Higher Administrator’s Questionnaire, the The
Teacher's Questionnaire, and open-ended Personal Inter
view.

Each questionnaire had five response categories:

(1) Absolutely must, (.2) Preferably should, (3) May or may
not, (4) Preferably should not, and (5) Absolutely must
not.
In the Gross and Dreehen (1965) study, the first
section was an effort to find the relationship (positive
or negative) between the principal's closeness of super
vision, support of innovation, involvement in school
affairs, and the effects of the principal's role behavior
on the overall operations of schools, in particular,
teacher morale, teacher effort, and pupil academic achieve
ment.

A positive relationship was found in all areas at

all levels, except for no relationship at the elementary
level between teacher morale and closeness of supervision.
Also, no relationship was found in the area of pupil
academic achievement and its relation to principal’s
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support of innovation and involvement of parents in school
affairs.

In the second part of their study, an effort was

made to establish relationships between the same variables
of closeness of supervision, support of innovation and in
volvement of parents in school affairs, but in relation
to the determinants of role behavior patterns, specific
ally, whether variations in social and psychological con
ditions are related to the extent to which the princi
pal's role behavior patterns conform to the expectations
that principals hold for themselves.

Positive relation

ships were found in the teachers' expectations, higher
administrators expectations and in the principal's self
expectations in all three areas of closeness of super
vision, support of innovation, and involvement of parents
in school affairs at most of the school levels.
Crosby (1965) suggested in his study that in the
past the Community School Director may have assumed or
failed to assume his professional roles appropriately.
He indicated it may be due to lack of knowledge of the
expectations, or lack of skill in recognition of situa
tions which call for an expanded and different set of
roles.
Summary
The purpose of this chapter was to develop the con
ceptual material for dealing with the research problem.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

A review of the data and opinions from selected and re
lated literature associated with, role dimensions was
deemed an appropriate context from which to view the
relationship between the duties of Community School
Directors and the goals of community educators.
considered for review included the following:

Areas
(1) theo

retical and conceptual development of role theory, (2)
concepts of role conflict, role consensus, and role expec
tations, and (3) research studies of role analysis in
education.
Role analysis has been used extensively by social
psychologists, sociologists, and cultural anthropologists.
Just prior to 1900, social psychologists began to empha
size the concept of self as the basic element in the
development of the personality in the process of symbolic
interaction and to stress the importance of the individ
ual's attitude toward himself as it is determined by the
attitudes and expectations of others toward him (Neiman
and Hughes, 19 51).
William James (1918) depicted the social self as
one of the constituent elements of personality with lan
guage as the basic means for social interaction.

Dewey

Cl929 ) and Mead C1934), expanded on James' theory by
demonstrating how the self arises as a product of social
interaction.
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Linton Cl936) and Merton (1940) used role concept
to link culture and social structure by emphasizing
situational interaction - how an individual performs in
a given situation, as opposed to how he is supposed to
perform.
Parsons (1954) viewed role as an interaction pro
cess between incumbents of a position and those individ
uals who interact with them.

Under this concept, an

individual is influenced by social value orientation as
well as by his need-disposition.
Getzels and Guba (1955) defined role as what is
expected of an incumbent and what the incumbent expects.
Their theory, referred to as the Nomothetic-Idiographic
Theory, conceives of any organization or sub-organization,
as a social system with two simultaneously independent and
interactive classes of phenomena.

Institutions, specific

ally made up of roles and expectations that are keeping
with and aimed at meeting the goals of the system, consti
tute the first class.

The sociological analysis reflected

in this class is aimed at the understanding of group
behavior through the dimension of activity.

To Guba and

Bidwell C1957), activity has three principal aspects:
role expectations, which specify the normative rights and
duties associated with a status or position, and which,
taken together, define role; roles are complementary.
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each, deriving its meaning from other related roles; taken
together, they comprise the most important units of insti
tutions.

The idiographic dimension describes those

aspects of human activity which are oriented exclusively
to fulfillment of personal needs.

The elements are

individual, personality, and need-disposition.
Gross, et al. (1958) combined the definitions of
many authors and defined role in terms of social locations,
expectations, and behavior.

Although each element is

related, they defined role as simply a "set of expecta-

The concepts of role conflict, role consensus, and
role expectations, along with selected research studies
utilizing the concepts were presented.

It was shown that

varying definitions and expectations of a particular role
can result in role conflict.

Role conflict can be said

to be maximum disagreement dissensus while consensus can
be termed to be maximum or unanimous agreement.
Role theory has been a useful means for studying
educational systems.

A majority of the studies attempt

to measure expectations for various positions.
The concepts of role developed in this chapter has
provided a useful way to describe the actions of the
Community School Director.

This body of concepts and

principles taken from the social sciences is an effective
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guide in understanding how a dynamic social system moves
towards its goals.

Role theory helps us establish expec

tations which serve as a guide for analysis of ambiguities,
discontinuities, incompatibilities, and conflict regarding
the perceptions of Community School Directors and community
educators.
Reference will be made to Chapter II in the summary,
conclusions and implications sections of Chapter V.
Chapter III is a presentation of the procedures and
methods applied to this study.
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CHAPTER III
DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
The present chapter consists of the following major
subdivisions:

(1) review of the objectives, (2) sponsor

ship, (3) population and sample, (4) instrumentation,
(5) procedures, (6) data analyses, (7) limitations, and
(8) summary.
Review of the Objectives
It was the purpose of this study to determine the
duties of Community School Directors, and the degree of
compatibility between these duties and the goals of com
munity educators as suggested in the NCSEA study done by
Weaver (19 72 ).
Sponsorship
The study was sponsored and partially funded by the
NCSEA, a national organization supported by the Charles
Stewart Mott Foundation to promote and expand the Com
munity Education Concept.
Population and Sample
The purpose of this section of the report is to:
(1) describe the population used in this investigation for
59
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determining the duties, of Community School Directors, and
(.2) briefly describe the population used in the Weaver
(19 72) study.
Description of Population Used in Determining
the Duties of CdmmUnity School Direct'ors
Best (1960) defined a sample as a "small proportion
of a population selected for analysis [p. 263]."

The

population for this study consisted on one-hundred and
twelve district-wide directors of community education
representing twenty-nine states and the District of
Columbia.
Table 3-1 reveals 112 out of 120 participants (or
9 3%) responded to the questionnaire.

Of the eight that

did not respond, five were no longer serving in the
district indicated in the NCSEA directory.
three did not respond to follow-up notices.

The other
The states

of Florida and Michigan contained the largest number of
participants in the study.
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TABLE 3-1

Regional Distribution of Respondents

Region

Northeast

Number of
Questionnaires
Sent

7

Number of
Questionnaires
Returned

7

9

9

East North Central

30

28

West North Central

14

13

South Atlantic

20

18

2

2

Mid Atlantic

East South Central

6

6

Mountain

West South Central

17

15

Pacific

15

14

Grand Total

112

(93%)
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TABLE 3-2

Population, Race, and Community Served by Respondents

Category

Number

Percent

Population
Served

Upper Class
Upper Middle Class
Middle Class
Lower Middle Class
Lower Class

3
10
62
21
16

3
9
55
19
14

Race Served

White
Black
Mexican-American
American Indian

92
14
3
3

82
13
3
3

Community Served

Urban
Suburban
Rural

52
47
13

46
42
12

According to Table 3-2, the participants in this
study served the white middle class living in an urban
or suburban community.

Although nearly 20% of the lower

middle class was served, less than 15% of these were
Blacks.

Among Mexican-Americans and American Indians, the

percentages served were even lower, less that five percent.
Table 3-3 shows that most (or 51%) Community Educa
tion programs are financed through local public funds.
Federal funds provided about 15% of support, with another
20% from state funds.

Tuition and private funds generated
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the least amount of funds.

TABLE 3-3

Method of Financing Community Education Program

Primary Source of
Funds

Number of
Districts

Percent of
Districts

57

51

Federal Funds

17

15

State Funds

22

20

Tuition

12

10

4

4

Local Public Funds

Private Funds

The participants were also analyzed in terms of
factors frequently cited as being important to any analy
sis of Community School Directors, namely, educational
background, experience, subject area of degree, and age.
Eighty-four percent of the respondents had a Master's
degree.

The percentages with either a Bachelor's or

Doctor's degree were nearly equal, seven percent and nine
percent respectively.

Forty-four percent of the partici

pants in the study majored in educational administration.
Another 31% majored in academic subjects.

Academic
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subjects were defined as courses in English, foreign
language, mathematics, science, and social science.
Nearly one-fourth (or 24%) majored in either community
education or physical education.

Nearly two-thirds (or

6 2%) of the respondents had been employed in Community
Education less than six years.

Another 30% had been

employed in their present position, or Community Educa
tion, between six and ten years.

Thus, 92% of the parti

cipants had been in Community Education between one and
ten years.

The distribution of the respondents by age

shows that the majority of the Community School Directors
were in the 26-30 and 51+ age range, each containing 20%
of the total.

Table 3-4 presents these data.
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Educational Background, Experience,
Age of Respondents

Number

Percent

8
94
10

7
84
9

16
11
49
35
1

14
10
44
31
1

69
34
5
2

62
30
6
2

5
22
14
20
18
11
22

4
20
14
18
16
10
20

Highest Degree Earned
Bachelor's
Master's
Doctorate
Major Subject Area
of Degree
Community Education
Physical Education
Administration
Academic
Others (Lemeshow, 1968)
Years Employed in
Community Education
1 mo. - 5 yrs.
6 - 1 0 yrs.
1 1 - 2 0 yrs.
21 + yrs.
Age
20-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
41-45
46-50
51+
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The influence of the Charles Stewart Mott Founda
tion is evident from the large number of participants who
indicated undergoing some type specialized foundationsponsored training program.

TABLE 3-5
Respondents’ Exposure to Mott Training Programs

Type Training Program

Number

Percent

Six-week Training Program

27

Workshop

25

22

Year-long Internship

29

25

No Mott Training

31

28

24

Table 3-5 reveals only 28% of the respondents had
not been exposed to the Mott Training Programs.

The same

findings were evident in a dissertation by Decker (1971)
when he stated :
Because of the Foundation's long term support
and comprehensive funding of community educa
tion training and preparation programs, na
tional workshops and conferences, almost all
school districts in the nation which have
adopted community education programs have had
personnel visit or been otherwise exposed to
the efforts in Flint, Michigan [p. 53].
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Description of Population Used for
the Weaver (1972) Study
In the study done by Weaver (19 72) for NCSEA, the
245 persons interviewed exhibited personal and profes
sional characteristics similar to those who participated
in the present study.

The majority of the participants

were district-wide (37%) or building-level (17%) Community
School Directors serving predominantly white, middleclass urban or suburban communities located primarily in
the Midwest.

The method of financing was through local

funds (33%) and state support (22%).

Another 13% of

funds came from the federal government.

The majority had

a master’s degree (51%) with another 31% with bachelor's
degrees.

Thirteen percent had doctorates.

Eighty-two

percent, over four-fifths, of the participants had been
employed in Community Education less than six years.
Sixty-eight percent of the respondents were less than
40 years of age.

Most majored in educational administra

tion (34%), health and physical education (22%), social
sciences (16%) or education (11%).

Sixty-one percent had

participated in Mott Training Programs.
The data indicate that a much larger percentage of
Comn;unity School Directors than community educators pos
sessed graduate degrees and served in districts whose
Community Education programs were financed primarily by
local funds.
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Instrumentation
The instrument used to determine the duties of Com
munity School Directors in this study was a revised
version of the National Study of the Goals of Community
Education questionnaire developed by Weaver (1972).

Use

of this instrument was suggested by Weaver (1972) to
assure a correspondence of items, with minor revisions,
between goals, as indicated in his study, and duties, the
focus of this investigation.

The revised questionnaire

was entitled National Study of the Duties of Community
School Directors.

Both instruments are found in Appendix

A.
All of the questions were close-ended.

For this

investigation, open questions were largely undesirable
because the objectives posed were rather specifically
delineated and required uniform comparability among the
respondents.

In the Weaver (1972) study an attempt was

made to select representative goals for inclusion on the
questionnaire used; however, it was realized that the
selection was not completely representative and was sub
ject to the investigator's bias.
would apply in this study.

Thus, the same bias

Since it is basic to allow

all possible answers, space was provided at the end of the
questionnaire for "other" duties not indicated (Mouly,
1963); however, these "other" duties were not analyzed by
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the investigator because of the small number of responses.
Mouly Cl963) stated:
The question of whether to use the open or
closed questionnaire can be resolved only on
the basis of the usual criteria of the vali
dity, reliability, and usability, and, inas
much as most of the problems to be covered in
education are varied and complex, a combina
tion of the two is generally better than the
exclusive use of one [p. 57].
The development of the instrument to collect the
data constituted a most critical phase of the study.
Several sessions were held with members of the Executive
Board of the NCSEA relative to the construction of the
instrument.

Additionally, upon the recommendation of one

of the investigator’s committee members, assistance was
obtained from a professor on the Western Michigan Univer
sity Department of Social Work staff skilled in community
development studies.
The instrument was not yet ready for utilization,
even though the questions had been carefully formulated.
Withey (I9 6 0) mentions the kinds of problems inherent in
questionnaire development.

Withey (1960) stated:

One inevitably discovers that the best-designed
series of questions still includes ambiguities.
For this reason, it is standard practice to pre
test any instrument with a number of respondents
so that these errors can be eliminated so far as
possible [p. 1448].
The questionnaire was then pre-tested by three staff mem
bers from the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation; three staff
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members from the National Center for Community Education;

three university center directors for community education;
two professors from the College of Urban Education,
Michigan State University; three professors from the
Research Department, Louisiana State University, and
seven Flint community school directors.

These partici

pants were asked to comment on the questions, response
categories, and procedures.

Many revisions were made.

Sentences were rephrased and vague words replaced in the
context.

The changes involved substituting the words

"Community School Director" in place of "Community Educa
tion" in each item and changes of the following nature:
Goal #25

Community Education improves the
quality of the K-12 educational
program.

Duties #25 The Community School Director
attempts to improve the quality
of the K-12 educational program.
Thus, it can be observed that the adaptation of Weaver's
(1972) instrument did not result in substantial change in
the thrust of the questions.
Finally, this instrument, in its final form, was
said to be comprehensive, relevant, and valid by the
above persons who felt its content served the purpose for
which it was constructed.
The questionnaire required the respondents to indi
cate their perception of a duty’s importance by placing a
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check mark in one of three choices' listed for each of 40
items.

The response categories were Primary duty,

Secondary duty, and Not a duty.

The participants were

requested to place their responses directly on the
questionnaire, as the following illustration taken from
the instrument shows:
Primary
duty

Question 3.
The Community School Director
coordinates the efforts of
community agencies and service
groups.

Secondary
duty

Not a
duty

/

In the illustration, the subject placed a check mark in
the Primary duty column.

This response would be tabula

ted with others, by categories, and subjected to analysis
along with the Weaver (1972)

data.

It is significant to note that while the questions
were repeatedly modified during the initial pre-testing,
no suggestions for improvements were made during the
actual collection of the data.

This confirmed to the

investigator that the questions had become sufficiently
clear and the choice of responses adequate.
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Procedures
Rather specific detail will be presented in this
section as the nature of the study was such that planning
and execution was required.
The initial step was a series of meetings with
Dr. Weaver to discuss the objectives of the study, source
of comparative data, and instrumentation available, all
mentioned previously.

It was then decided that members

of the NCSEA who were district-wide Community School
Directors in 1972 would be asked to participate in the
study.

This population was chosen because it would give

a nation-wide distribution of participants for the study
(See Table 3-1).
The investigator and the Executive Secretary, NCSEA,
composed a cover letter (See Appendix C) and sent it along
with the questionnaire and personal data sheet (See
Appendix B) to each of the respondents, explaining the
purpose of the study and asking for their assistance.

An

enclosed, self-addressed, stamped envelope was also pro
vided.

Travers (1958) commented on the technique of

direct-mail questionnaires:
The central difficulty in all direct-mail tech
niques is that the percentage of returns is
small. A questionnaire of some interest to the
recipient may be ecxpected to show only a 20 per
cent return, even when conditions are favorable.
If no-respondents are contacted a second and
third time, the return may be increased to 30
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percent. Only rarely, does it reach 4 0 percent
£p. 446].
It was for this reason that the investigator seeked the
sponsorship of the NCSEA initially.

Sixty percent of the

persons asked to participate in the study, returned the
questionnaires as requested.

Forty more were secured

after two follow-up letters and a plea made at a workshop
held in Flint (197 3) for directors.

Thus, a total of 112

out of a possible 120 participants completed and returned
the forms.
Descriptive information about the respondents was
tabulated from the Professional and Personal Data Sheet.
This instrument is found in Appendix B.

Frequency count

and percentage breakdowns were computed from the ques
tionnaire data so that chi squares and rank-order coeffi
cient of correlation calculations could be made in con
junction with the Weaver (1972) data.
Objectives and Data Analysis
Each objective of the study is restated as it
appears in Chapter I, followed by the procedures to be
used in data analysis.
Objective I:

What are the duties of the Com
munity School Director?

Duties were designated by using a 40 item list of
functions.

Three response categories were provided for
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each item.

These were designated as Primary duty, Secon

dary duty, and Not a duty.
Duties were determined by the following criteria:
Each response category had a value index assigned so that
a point value was given

for each item on the questionnaire.

A primary duty had a value of 2 points; a secondary duty,
1 point, and not a duty, 2 points.

This method provided

a means of using weights as an index of duties.

This

technique was utilized by Likert (1932) and Murphy (1938),
and later summarized by Edwards (1957).

Likert (1932)

cited several advantages of this method.
. . . It is less laborious to construct an
attitude scale by this method; and . . . the
method yields the same reliability with fewer
items [p. 42].
A Community School Director's perception of a duty's
importance in terms of being a primary, secondary, or no
duty, was treated as an attitude and thus thought of as
the degree of positive or negative effect associated with
some psychological object (Thurstone, 1946).

A psycho

logical object can include any symbol, phrase, slogan,
person, institution, ideal, or idea toward which people
can differ and an effect is simply a feeling, favorable,
or unfavorable, towards an object CThurstone, 1946).
Thus, a ranking of the responses to each item on the
questionnaire was accomplished by multiplying total res
ponses in each category by the assigned point value, as
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the following illustration taken from the questionnaire
shows:
Question 3.

Primary
duty

The Community School
Director coordinates
the efforts of com
munity agencies and
service groups.

75
C75x2)

Secondary
duty

25
(25x1)

Not a
duty

12
Cl2x0)=175

An advantage of this method was that it allowed the
investigator to consider the response category "Secondary
duty" (Lezotte, 1974).
this method:

Lezotte (1974) cited the value of

"Use of this method will assure use of all

data collected, duties can be ranked, and comparisons can
be made with other data."
After tabulation, the responses to each question
were rank-ordered from highest point value to lowest
point value.
Objective 2:

Is there a compatibility between
the duties performed by the Com
munity School Director and the
goals of Community Education as
suggested on the Weaver study
done for NCSEA?

The employment of crossbreaks was used in studying
the relationship between the NCSEA's findings and the
present study.
The investigator compared each item of the two
studies, as illustrated in the following example:
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Secondary

Primary

Total responses
to Question 3
Goals
Duties

Not

• 209

34

7

75

25

12

Data entered on the table were subjected to a test of
statistical significance, chi square, to determine whether
the frequencies in the six cells depart significantly from
the frequencies to be expected by chance (Glass and
Stanley, 1970).

A .05 alpha level was used.

Percentages

were used to determine the nature of disagreements.
Finally, the Weaver (1972) data was rank-ordered to
determine the relationship between its findings and the
findings of the present study.

Rho, rank-order correlation

coefficient was calculated and a t-Test used as the sta
tistical test of significance.
Limitations of the Study
Inherent in any descriptive study are certain design
limitations.

Such limitations restrict the ability to

generalize the findings to a wider population.

Such

limitations also suggest possible directions for future
studies.
The Community School Directors were composed solely
of those listed in the NCSEA's 19 72 membership directory
as serving in district-wide positions.

Such limitation

means that findings must be used cautiously when generalizing
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77

to the population of Community School Directors.
Although this study was designed around a previous
investigation done by Weaver (1972), differences in the
way the studies were conducted could cause conditions
which affect the degree of congruence of community educa
tors’ and Community School Directors' perceptions of goals
and duties.

Such possibilities are found in the differ

ences between the populations used in the two studies.
This study used Community School Directors who worked at
the school district level and who were members of NCSEA
in 1972.

Weaver (1972), on the other hand, used building-

and district-level Community School Directors, parents,
students, college personnel, public and private school
officials, teachers and foundation officials as subjects
for his study.
Another limitation of the study is the reliability
of the instrument.

In this study, the reliability was

demonstrated by the split-half method, but, since duty is
a dynamic phenomenon, the instrument must be constantly
revised.

Also, fixed-alternative questions include a

certain superficiality:

without probes they cannot get

beneath the response surface.

They also irritate a re

spondent who finds none of the alternatives suitable.
Also, they force responses.

Although the investigator

made some provisions for respondents to list duties not
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otherwise indicated, the limitation still prevailed to an
extent.
Time differences between the collection of data for
the two studies is a limitation on the generalizability
of the findings.
1971-72.

Weaver C1972) collected his data during

Data for the present study was obtained in 1973.

Because of the dynamic nature of the Community Education
movement, perceptions of goals and duties are probably
not constant over a period of time.
These limitations open some question about the degree
to which the findings of the study may be generalized.
Further, they highlight some areas that future studies
could include in their design.
Summary
Chapter III described the design of the study and
the procedures used.

The dissertation design was con

structed to determine the duties of district-wide direc
tors of Community Education and the compatibility between
these duties and the goals of Community Education as
suggested on a study done by Weaver (1972) for the NCSEA.
District-wide directors from 27 states provided the
survey sample.

A description of the population sample for

this and Weaver's (1972) study was provided.

A survey

approach was selected as the most feasible means of col
lecting data.

A questionnaire was constructed to measure
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duties and for comparison purposes with the Weaver C1972)
data.

A section on procedures and data analysis conclu

ded the chapter.
The analysis of results is the subject of the next
chapter.
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CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
The purpose of this phase of the study is to
present an analysis of data based on comparisons of dif
ferences in the frequencies and rank of duties and goals
identified by Community School Directors and community
educators.
The questions raised in this investigation were
outlined in Chapter I and the procedures used in the col
lection and analysis of data were reviewed in Chapter III.
The findings are presented in this chapter.
There were two major objectives posed for investi
gation.

They were:

1.

What are the duties of Community School
Directors?

2.

Is there a compatibility between the duties
performed by Community School Directors and
the goals of Community Education as suggested
in the study done by Weaver (19 72) for the
National Community School Education Associa
tion?

The presentation of the data is consistent with the
order in which the objectives are posed above.
presentation consists of reporting:

Data

(1) frequency counts

and rank order, for reporting the duties of Community
School Directors, (2) Chi square, X^, for determining
whether there are differences between the proportion of
80
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responses in the categories in each of the questions
posed in the two studies, and (3) rho, rank-order corre
lation coefficient for observing the relationship of the
rank-order of the questions' importance in terms of duties
to be performed by
goals of
If
critical

Community School Directors and the

Community Education.
the value of the statistic (X^) fell within the
region (p < .05) the differences between respon

ses were concluded to be significant.

If the value of

rho exceeded the tabled value (rho = 0.3, n = 40, p < .05)
then a significant relationship between the ranks of the
items was concluded.
Duties of the Community School Director
The first objective of this study was to determine
the duties of the Community School Director.

Table 4-1

shows the frequency-rank distribution of duties as indica
ted by Community School Directors.
The highest score which could be obtained for any of
the duties listed was 224.

This would indicate that all

respondents listed a duty as primary.

The lowest score

possible was a zero, indicating all respondents listed an
activity as not a duty.
The scores reported, listed in descending order of
importance, ranged from a high of 206 to a low of 38.
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Except for the score received by the lowest ranked ques
tion, Number 29, the range would have been much closer,
124, instead of 168.
TABLE 4-1
Comparative Ranking of the Duties of Community School
Directors and the Goals of Community Education
Using the Spearman Rho Rank Difference Method

Number
39
16
5
7

3
35
36
22
6
8
4

Item
Demonstrates sound principles of
leadership.
Helps identify resources required
to resolve community problems
Extends to the community use of
the school facilities.
Provides the school as a forum
for discussion and resolution
of current community social
problems.
Coordinates the efforts of com
munity agencies and service groups.
Regularly surveys community atti
tudes and interests.
Develops leadership among lay
members of the community.
Provides a means for effective com
munication in the community.
Provides teenagers with social, rec
reational, and enrichment actiProvides opportunities for increas
ing community participation in
the K-12 educational program.
Promotes the school as the primary
education agency in the com
munity .

Duties
(Rank)

1

(Rank)

18

2

6

3

1

4

11

5

2

6

7

7

9

8

4

9

16

10

23

11

25
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TABLE 4-1 CContlnued)

Number
13
28
32
24
9
38
23
33
30
37

10
14
26
17
20
21
11

Item

Duties
(Rank)

Provides opportunities which in
crease multi-age and cross cultual contacts in the community.
Demonstrates the humanistic
approach to educational problems.
Assists residents to secure needed
services from existing agencies.
Provides programs for senior
citizens.
Identifies community problems.
Demonstrates the means to positive
social change within the existing
social system.
Improves the public image of the
school.
Promotes volunteer service activity
among community residents.
Demonstrates the methods of social
analysis and change.
Demonstrates within the school a
plan for social interaction which
serves as a model for community
living.
Provides programs which compensates
for weaknesses elsewhere in the
education system.
Provides programs which allow
adults an opportunity to obtain
a high school diploma.
Provides pre-school enrichment
programs.
Improves educational opportunity
for minority groups.
Serves as the primary public
relations agent for the school
system.
Provides vocational training pro
grams for those in the community
requiring them.
Prevents dropouts by providing pro
grams especially for potential
failures.

Goals
(Rank)

12

8

13

5

14

19

15
16

14
3

17

13

18

22

19

24

20

27

21

15

22

35

23

17

24

26

25

21

26

30

27

38

28

36
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TABLE 4-1 CContlnued)

Number
34

18
25
19
40
12
15
31
1
27
2
29

Item

(Rank)

Gives leadership to groups pro
moting positive political
changes for the improvement
of education.
Identifies resources required
to resolve community problems.
Attempts to improve the quality
of the K-12 educational
program.
Coordinates community participa
tion in civic projects.
Seeks to improve park and recrea
tional facilities in the com
munity.
Strives to improve student atti
tude toward law enforcement.
Provides recreation programs for
all age groups in the community.
Works to eliminate duplication of
efforts among community agencies .
Assists in reducing crime and
delinquency.
Creates employment opportunities
in the local community.
Attempts to improve the physical
features of the community.
Provides emergency financial assis'
tance for those in the community
requiring it.

Goals
(Rank)

29

33

30

29

31

28

32

12

33

32

34

37

35

20

36

10

37

31

38

34

39

39

40

40

According to Table 4-1, the process activities
involved in coordinating, surveying, and demonstrating,
were viewed as primary functions by Community School Direc
tors .

Demonstrating the principles of leadership was the

duty perceived as most important, with the survey function
of helping to identify resources required to resolve
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community problems

next.

Extending the school and its facilities for com
munity use, listed as the most important goal by com
munity educators, ranked third.

It was seen as an inte

gral part of the process by which people could come to
gether for the purpose of discussing and resolving com
munity problems.

The processes involved in coordinating

the efforts of agencies and service groups, surveying
community attitudes and interests, and developing lay
leadership, were also ranked very high as activities to
be performed by the Community School Director.
Under this concept, community people are enabled
to identify and resolve their own problems.

The Com

munity School Director, in his leadership position, is
able to serve as a catalyst.
The study indicated that only after efforts to
mobilize people affected by a community's condition into
groups to enable them to take action on issues and prob
lems, did the Community School Director concentrate on
offering programs aimed at the resolution of specific
problems.

Thus, items 9 through 19 were concerned prim

arily with programming for educational opportunity.

It

consisted of sequences of activities which would promote
the school as a primary education agency and contribute
to the growth of community residents.
Demonstrating within the school a plan for social
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interaction which serves as a model for community living
(Number 21) is followed by specific programs, Items 2 229, aimed at the resolution of community needs which can
be accomodated in a school-based setting.

These programs

include ;
1.

Providing programs which compensate for weak
nesses elsewhere in the educational system.

2.

Allowing adults to obtain a high school
diploma.

3.

Pre-school enrichment programs.

>4.

Improved educational opportunity for minorities.

5.

Vocational training programs.

6.

Programs for potential dropouts.

The lowest ranked duties, 29 through 40, were also
concerned with the resolution of community problems; how
ever, these activities have as their objective the resolu
tion of a broad range of problems that should result from
the accomplishment of the higher ranked duties of the Com
munity School Director.
Comparisons of the Duties of Community School
Directors and the Goals of Community Education
The second objective was to determine whether there
was compatibility between the duties performed by Com
munity School Directors and the goals of Community Educa
tion as suggested in the study done by Weaver (1972) for
the NCSEA.
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Comparisons between each, of the duties listed in
the questionnaire and the goals of Community Education as
reported by Weaver (1972) were obtained by means of cross
breaks,

tabular representation of raw data in cell form,

as described in Chapter III.

Chi square (X^) was com

puted for each item (Glass 8 Stanley, 1970).
The results of the statistical tests are presented
in table form.

Tables revealing educationally signifi

cant data pertinent to this research are included and
discussed based on comparisons of differences in the fre
quencies and rank of duties and goals as indicated by
Community School Directors and community educators.

Rho,

rank-order coefficient of correlation, was computed from
Table 4-1 to determine whether there was a relationship
between the rank-order of the Community School Directors’
duties and the goals of Community Education as suggested
by community educators.
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TABLE 1+-2

Comparisons of Perceptions of Goals and Duties by Community Educators
and Community School Directors Using the Chi Square Method

Item

1.

2.

3.

Demonstrates sound principles
of leadership.

Helps identify resources
required to resolve com
munity problems.

Extends to the community use
of school facilities.

^Significant at the .05 level.

Percent
for Com
munity
Educators

Percent
for Com
munity
School
Directors

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

55
38

88
7

7

5

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

69
28

86
10

3

<+

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

89
9

95
11

2

4

Type of
Goal/Duty

(df=

52. 6*

18.5*

4.1

TABLE 4-2 (Continued)

Item

4.

5.

6.

7.

Type of
Goal/Duty

Percent
for Com
munity
Educators

Percent
for Com
munity
School
Directors

Provides the school as a
forum for the discussion and
resolution of current com
munity social problems.

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

59
36

78
18

6

4

Coordinates the efforts of
community agencies and
service groups.

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

85
13

79
14

2

6

Regularly surveys community
attitudes and interests.

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

59
26

76
20

5

4

Develops leadership among
lay members of the
community.

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

62
34

71
25

‘
« Significant at the .05 level.

(df=2)

17. 3*

10.9*

2.6

TABLE 4-2 (Continued)

Percent
for Com
munity
Educators

Percent
for Com
munity
School
Directors

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

71
27

71
24

2

5

Provides teenagers with social, Primary
recreational, and enrichment
Secondary
activities.
Not a Goal
or Duty

53
44

76
27

4

5

Opportunities for increasing
community participation in
the K-12 educational program.

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

51
42

68
28

7

4

Promotes the school as the
primary education agency
in the community.

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

49
38

73
14

13

13

Item

8.

9.

10.

11.

Provides a means for effective
communication in the com
munity .

^Significant at the .05 level.

Type of
Goal/Duty

(df=2)

6.9*

14.2*

12.7*

30. 0*

P=f
4h Ë W

.S
Il

It

^ o -H
È? 5 “’â

^'3^0

"I

£ w â

+i •§ Ë

lit

I si
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TABLE 4-2 (Continued)

Percent
for Com
munity
Educators

Percent
for Com
munity
School
Directors

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

76
22

61
30

2

9

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

59
33

55
40

7

4

Improves the public image of
the school.

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

50
45

54
41

5

4

Promotes volunteer service
activity among community
residents.

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

46
50

50
46

4

4

Type of
Goal/Duty

16.

17.

18.

19.

Identifies community problems.

Demonstrates the means to
positive social change within
the existing social system.

^Significant at the .05 level.

x2 (df=2)

34. 7*

3.0

.9

.90

TABLE 4-2 (Continued)
1
V)

1
a

Percent
for Com
munity
Educators

Percent
for Com
munity
School
Directors

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

44
44

49
46

21.

Demonstrates within the
Primary
school a plan for social inter Secondary
action which serves as a
Not a Goal
model for community living.
or Duty

57
37

48
48

22.

Provides programs which com
pensates for weaknesses else
where in the education
system.

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
of Duty

23
56

48
48

45.7*

Provides programs which allow
adults an opportunity to
obtain a high school diploma.

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

50
47

51
40

28. 8*

Type of
Goal/Duty

x2 (df=2)

1
20.
i

23.

Demonstrates the methods of
social analysis and change.

^Significant at the .05 level.

5.1

TABLE 4-2 (Continued)

Type of
Goal/Duty

24.

25.

26.

27.

for Com
munity
Educators

for Com
munity
School
Directors

42
54

Provides pre-school enrich
ment programs

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

38
58
4

4

Improves educational oppor
tunities for minority groups.

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

50
48

41
54

4

5

Serves as the primary public
relations man for the school
system.

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

35
53

43
43

12

14

47
49

35
60

4

5

Provides vocational training
programs for those in the
community requiring them.

"Significant at the .05 level.

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

(df=2)

1.1

3.6

4. 7

6.7*
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TABLE 4-2 (Continued)

Percent
for Com
munity
Educators

Percent
for Com
munity
School
Directors

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

60
33

25
64

7

11

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

20
69

21
72

11

7

Type of
Goal/Duty

32.

33.

34.

35.

Coordinates community partici
pation in civic projects.

Seeks to improve park and
recreation facilities in the
community

Strives to improve student
attitude toward law enforce-

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

13
73

13
75

14

12

Provides recreation programs
for all age groups in the
community.

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

50
47

67
29

3

4

^Significant at the .05 level.

(df=2)

58. 2*

.90

.53

13.7*

TABLE 4-2 (Continued)

Percent
for Com
munity
Educators

Percent
for Com
munity
School
Directors

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

64
28

82
13

8

5

Assists in reducing crime
and delinquency.

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

27
162

11
67

7

22

Creates employment oppor
tunities in the local
community.

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

20
63

11
62

17

27

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

9
70

1
72

21

27

Item

36.

37.

38.

39.

Works to eliminate dupli
cation of efforts among com
munity agencies.

Attempts to improve the
physical features of the
community.

^Significant at the .05 level.

Type of
Goal/Duty

(df=2)

16.1*

48.9*

11.21*

10.0*

TABLE 4-2 (Continued)

Item

40.

Provides emergency financial
assistance for those in the
community requiring it.

^Significant at the .05 level.

Type of
Goal/Duty

Primary
Secondary
Not a Goal
or Duty

Percent
for Com
munity
Educators

Percent
for Com
munity
School
Directors

4
39

5
23

57

71

X2 (df=2)

11.8*

Analyses of the data contained in Tables 4-1 and
4-2 revealed differences between community educators and
Community School Directors regarding their perceptions of
the importance of many of the items listed on the
questionnaire.
There were differences between Community School
Directors and community educators in the area relating
to item 1, demonstrating sound principles of leadership.
Eighty-eight percent of the Community School Directors
indicated this area as a primary duty.

This duty was

considerably higher than was expected.

This duty was

ranked first by Community School Directors and eighteenth
by community educators.
Helping to identify resources required to resolve
community problems, item 2, received higher frequencies
than were expected of Community School Directors.

Eighty-

six percent designated this as a primary duty, compared
to 69% of the community educators.
high by both groups.

This area was rated

It was ranked second by Community

School Directors and sixth by community educators.
No differences were reported in item 3, extending
to the community use of the school facilities.

Both

groups saw this area as essential to Community Education.
Community educators ranked it first and Community School
Directors had it ranked third.
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Differences were noted between Community School
Directors and community educators in item 4, relating to
providing a forum for discussion and resolution of cur
rent community social problems.

A much larger number

than expected of the Community School Directors indicated
this function as a primary duty.

It was ranked seventh

by the Community School Directors and eleventh by com
munity educators.
Differences were noted between Community School
Directors and community educators in the area relating
to coordinating the efforts of community agencies and
service groups, item 5.

A smaller percentage than expec

ted of Community School Directors listed this activity as
primary.

Both groups ranked this area very high.

Com

munity educators had this as their second ranked goal and
Community School Directors had it ranked fifth.

Although

both groups indicated this area as primary, considerably
more Community School Directors than expected listed it
as not a duty.
Item 6 revealed differences between Community School
Directors and community educators in the areas relating
to surveying community attitudes and interests.

It was

ranked sixth by Community School Directors and seventh
by community educators.
No differences were observed between Community
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School Directors and community educators in item 7,
developing leadership among lay members of the community.
Both groups designated it primary.

It was ranked

seventh by Community School Directors and nineth by com
munity educators.
Analyses of data for item 8 indicate differences
in the perception of Community School Directors and com
munity educators in the area of providing a means for
effective communication in the community.

More Community

School Directors than expected indicated the category not
a duty, although both designated the area as a primary
responsibility in terms of duties and goals.

Community

educators ranked it fourth and Community School Directors
had it eighth.
Differences between Community School Directors and
community educators with respect to providing teenagers
with social, recreational and enrichment activities,
item 9, were reported.

A larger number of Community

School Directors than expected indicated this activity as
a primary duty.

Community School Directors also ranked

this activity higher than community educators, nineth
compared to sixteenth.
Differences were observed between Community School
Directors and community educators in item 10, increasing
community participation in the K-12 educational program.
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Although both groups designated this area as primary, a
larger than expected percentage of Community School
Directors rated this function as primary.
ence is also observed in the rankings.

This differ

This item is

listed tenth by Community School Directors and twentythird by community educators.
Differences were evident in Community School
Directors and community educators perceptions of the
importance of promoting the school as the primary educa
tion agency in the community, item 11.

Seventy-three

percent of the Community School Directors designated this
function as primary, as compared to *49% of the community
educators.

The same pattern is apparent in the ranks,

with Community School Directors placing it eleventh and
community educators listing it as twenty-fifth.
No differences were reported between the two groups
in item 12, relating to providing opportunities which
increases multi-age and cross-cultural contacts in the
community.

It was designated secondary by both groups.

Community School Directors ranked it twelfth.

Community

educators, however, had it somewhat higher, eighth.
Differences between the two groups were evident in
the area related to demonstrating the humanistic approach
to educational problems, item 13.

More Community School

Directors than expected indicated this area as not a duty.
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Whereas only three percent of the community educators
indicated this as not a goal, the Community School Direc
tors had 17% of their responses in this category.
groups designated this area as primary.

Both

It was ranked

fifth by community educators and thirteenth by Community
School Directors.
The data did not show a difference between the
responses of Community School Directors and community
educators with regards to assisting residents to secure
needed services from existing agencies, the fourteenth
ranked item.
No differences were observed between how each group
viewed item 15, providing programs for senior citizens
in the community.

Community School Directors ranked it

fifteenth and community educators had it ranked fourteenth.
Differences were noted in the two groups' percep
tions of the area relating to identifying community prob
lems, item 16.

Larger frequencies than expected of the

Community School Directors indicated this area as a
secondary duty (30%) or not a duty (nine percent).

Where

as 76% of the community educators chose this area as a
primary goal, only 61% of the Community School Directors
listed it as a primary duty.

It was ranked third by com

munity educators and sixteenth by Community School
Directors.
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No differences were observed between the two groups
in item 17, demonstrating the means to positive social
change within the existing social system.
designated it primary.

Both groups

It was ranked seventeenth by

Community School Directors and thirteenth by community
educators.
No differences were reported for the area relating
to improving the public image of the school, item 18.
It was ranked eighteenth by Community School Directors
and twenty-second by community educators.
No difference in responses between Community School
Directors and community educators occurred in the area
of promoting volunteer service activity among community
residents, item 19.

It was ranked nineteenth by Community

School Directors and twenty-fourth by community educators.
No differences were observed between the two groups
in item 20, demonstrating the methods of social analysis
and change.

It was ranked twentieth by Community School

Directors and twenty-seventh by community educators.
Item 21 revealed no differences between Community
School Directors and community educators in the area
relating to demonstrating within the school a plan for
social interaction which serves as a model for community
living.

Both groups designated the area as primary.

It

was ranked fifteenth by community educators and twentyfirst by Community School Directors.
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Differences were observed in item 22 which related
to Community School Directors and community educators'
perceptions of the importance of compensating for weak
nesses elsewhere in the educational program.

Community

educators designated this area under the heading secon
dary goals, but Community School Directors divided their
preferences between primary duty (48%) and secondary duty
(46%).

Community School Directors ranked this area

twenty-second.

Community educators had it thirty-fifth.

Differences were reported in Community School
Directors and community educators perceptions of providing
programs which allow adults to obtain a high school di
ploma, item 23.

More Community School Directors than

expected listed responses in the secondary and not a duty
categories.

It was ranked seventeenth by community

educators and twenty-third by Community School Directors.
No differences between the two groups were shown
for the area relating to providing pre-school enrichment
programs, item 24.

It was ranked twenty-fourth by Com

munity School Directors and twenty-sixth by community
educators.
No differences were reported between the two groups
in their perception of the importance of improving edu
cational opportunities for minority groups, item 25,
although community educators had it designated as a
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primary goal and Community School Directors listed it as
a secondary duty.

It was ranked twenty-first by com

munity educators and twenty-fifth by Community School
Directors.
Item 26 related to Community Education serving as
the primary public relations component of the school
system.

No differences in responses were observed.

This

area was designated a primary goal by community educators.
Community School Directors ranked this area twenty-sixth.
It was ranked thirtieth by community educators.
Differences between the Community School Directors
and community educators were evident in the area related
to providing vocational training programs to those mem
bers of the community desiring them, item 27.

Whereas

there was no response category which received at least
50% among the community educators, 60% of the Community
School Directors designated this area as relating to
secondary duties.

However, it was ranked very low,

twenty-seventh by Community School Directors and thirtyeighth by community educators.
Differences were noted in Community School Direc
tors' and community educators' perceptions of preventing
dropouts by providing programs especially for potential
failures, item 28.

Considerably more Community School

Directors than expected indicated this area as a primary
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duty.

However, both groups designated this area as

secondary in terms of duties and goals to be accomplished
in Community Education.

Community School Directors

ranked it twenty-eighth and community educators had it
ranked thirty-sixth.
A difference was shown in the responses of Com
munity School Directors and community educators with
regards to promoting positive political changes for the
improvement of education.

Item 2 9 indicated considerably

more Community School Directors than expected designated
this area as a primary duty.

Fifty percent of the Com

munity School Directors listed this activity as a

pri

mary duty with 50% of the community educators indicating
it as a secondary goal.

The item was ranked thirty-

third by community educators and twenty-nineth by Com
munity School Directors.
More Community School Directors than expected des
ignated item 30, identifying resources required to resolve
community problems, as a secondary duty.

Sixty-three

percent of the community educators listed this area as
either a secondary goal or not a goal.

Community School

Directors who listed this area in the category secondary
duty or not a duty totaled 74%.

It was ranked thirtieth

by Community School Directors and twenty-nineth by com
munity educators.
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Differences were noted between the responses of
Community School Directors and community educators in the
area relating to improving the quality of the K-12 educa
tional program, item 31.

A larger than expected percen

tage of Community School Directors indicated the category
secondary duty in responding to the item.

Community

educators were divided between primary (42%) and secon
dary goals (49%).

It was ranked twenty-eighth by com

munity educators and thirty-first by Community School
Directors.
Differences were reported in the perceptions of
Community School Directors and community educators in
the area of coordinating community participation in civic
projects, item 32.

Whereas 60% of the community educa

tors report this area as primary, 64% of the Community
School Directors viewed it as secondary.

This same

difference

Community educa

was evident in the rankings.

tors ranked it twelfth and Community School Directors had
it thirty-second.
No differences were observed between the two groups
in the area relating to improving park and recreational
facilities in the community.
activity as secondary.

Both designated this

It was ranked thirty-second by

community educators and thirty-third by Community School
Directors.
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No differences were reported for striving to improve
student attitude toward law enforcement, item 34.

This

area was ranked thirty-fourth by Community School Direc
tors and thirty-seventh by community educators.
Differences were evident between Community School
Directors and community educators on the importance of
providing recreation programs for all age groups in the
community, item 35.

Considerably more Community School

Directors than expected indicated this as a primary duty.
Community educators were almost equally divided between
designating the area a primary goal (50%) and a secondary
goal (47%).

Although both groups designated this area

as primary, Community School Directors ranked it thirtyfifth and community educators rated it twentieth.
Differences were also observed between how Community
School Directors and community educators view eliminating
duplication of efforts among community agencies, item 36.
Significantly larger than expected frequencies were noted
for Community School Directors in the response category
primary duty (82%).

Although both groups designated this

a primary area of concern. Community School Directors
ranked it thirty-sixth.

Community educators gave this

item a very high priority.

They had it ranked tenth.

Differences were reported between the perceptions
of Community School Directors and community educators with
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respect to reducing crime and delinquency, item 37.
Whereas both groups saw reducing crime and delinquency as
secondary, considerably more Community School Directors
than expected indicated this activity as not a duty.
This item was ranked thirty-seventh by Community School
Directors and thirty-first by community educators.
Differences were noted between the responses of
Community School Directors and community educators re
garding the importance of creating employment opportuni-r
ties in the local community, item 38.

Considerably more

Community School Directors than expected indicated this
as not a duty (27%), although the majority of both groups
designated the response category secondary as the most
appropriate.

Community educators ranked this item

thirty-fourth and Community School Directors ranked it
thirty-eighth.
Tabulation of responses to item 39 indicate a dif
ference in how Community School Directors and community
educators view the area relating to improving the physical
features of the community.

Frequency counts for Com

munity School Directors indicated a much smaller number
than expected listed this function as a primary duty.
More community educators (79%) than Community School
Directors (73%) saw this area as either primary or
secondary.

Both groups ranked this activity very low,

thirty-nineth.
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Differences in the perceptions of Community School
Directors and community educators regarding providing
financial assistance to those in the community requiring
it were shown in item 40.

A much higher than expected

number of Community School Directors indicated this as
not a duty.

It was ranked last by both groups.

Rank-order coefficient of correlation, rho, based
on the data contained in Table 4-1, indicated a relation
ship between the duties of Community School Directors
and community educators.

The computed rho value (.72)

exceeded the tabled value (rho = .30, n= 40, p < .05).
Additional comments about these data are contained
in the conclusions presented in Chapter V .
Summary
This chapter's results were presented in the order
in which the objectives were posed.

Much of the data were

summarized in tabular form.
Rank ordering of the duties of Community School
Directors indicated primary emphasis was placed on accom
plishing those process activities involved in demonstra
ting the principles of leadership, surveying community
interests, and attitudes, and identifying resources re
quired to resolve community problems.

The school was

viewed as a vehicle which allowed community people a
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forum for the discussion and resolution of problems.
Coordinating the efforts of agencies and service groups
was also ranked very high.

After the process activities,

the Community School Director then perceived himself as
being concerned with those functions aimed at programs
which promote the school as a primary education agency.
Rank-order coefficient of correlation, rho, indi
cated a relationship between the rank-order of duties by
Community School Directors and the rank-order of goals
by community educators.
Comparisons of community educators' and Community
School Directors’ perceptions of the 4 0 items on the
questionnaire indicated differences between the two
groups in most areas.
Chapter V contains the overall summary, conclusions
and implications for possible application for future
research.
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SUMMARY, DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS,
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter will:

(1) provide the reader with a

brief description of the purposes and design of the study,
(2) summarize the findings, (3) present the conclusions
drawn from these findings and from review of role theory,
and (4) make some recommendations based on the findings.
Description of the Purposes and
Design of the Study
The focal point of this study was to compare Com
munity School Directors' duties with the goals of Commun
ity Education as suggested by community educators.

This

study was suggested by the findings of a previous work
done by Weaver (1972).

Specifically, the purposes of the

study were to:
1.

Determine the duties of Community School
Directors.

2.

Determine the degree of compatibility between
the duties of Community School Directors and
the goals of Community Education as suggested
by community educators.

The study used a population consisting of districtwide directors of community education who were listed as
such in the 197 2 membership directory of the National
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Community School Education Association, and buildingand district-level Community School Directors, parents,
students, college personnel, public and private school
officials, teachers and foundation officials who partici
pated in the Weaver (1972) research.
Data was collected from Community School Directors
through the use of National Study of the Duties of Com
munity School Directors Questionnaire and a Professional
and Personal Data Sheet.

The materials received by each

participant included a stamped, pre-addressed envelope so
that completed instruments could be returned to the inves
tigator.

Use of these instruments provided the following:

1.

Perceptions of Community School Directors re
garding the importance of the various duties
listed on the questionnaire.

2.

Description of the population used in the
survey.

A total of 112 of the 120 persons contacted responded to
the questionnaires.
Weighted frequency counts and percentages were used
to statistically analyze the data relative to the duties
of Community School Directors.

Weaver's (1972) data on

goals were subjected to the same treatment.

Comparisons

of response differences between Community School Directors'
perceptions of duties and community educators' perceptions
of goals were accomplished through the use of crossbreaks.
Chi squares were computed to test the differences between
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the groups.

Rank-order coefficient of correlation, rho,

was used to determine whether there was a relationship
between the ranking of the items on the two studies.
Discussion of the Findings
The following section will report and discuss the
findings of the data analysis used to determine the duties
of Community School Directors and the degree to which
these duties correspond to the goals of community educa
tors as suggested in the study done by Weaver (1972).
These findings will be linked to concepts used in role
and social systems theories.
Summary and Discussion of the Findings
Related to the Duties of Community
School Directors
Evidence gathered from this study indicates that
the Community School Directors perceive their jobs in
terms of a leadership role determined by the community.
The findings revealed that the duties as perceived
by the respondents could be clustered into certain role
sets.

These groupings included:
1.

Individual and lay leadership functions.

2.

Programming for satisfying specific needs
and wants.
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Individual and Lay Leadership Functions
Demonstrating sound principles of leadership was
considered the most essential function.

The Community

School Directors indicated a concern for being involved
with those processes which activate and bring into rela
tionship with each other as many community parties as
possible to participate in decision-making.
The development of leadership among lay members of
the community which would enable them to organize and
express their own needs and desires and to consider
action alternatives was considered.

Prime consideration

was given to facilitating the reaching of conclusions
based on common aims through the use of process which
allows completion of the task and survival of the organiza
tion.

Strategies used included:

(1) involvement, (2)

communication, (3) shared goals and (4) the use of
democratic procedures.
Primary activities which the Community School
Directors saw as essential to the accomplishment of tasks
included :
1.

Helping identify resources required to resolve
community problems.

2.

Extending to the community use of the school
facilities so that it could be used as a forum
for the discussion and resolution of problems.

3.

Regularly surveying community attitudes and
interests.
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Programming for Satisfying Specific
Needs and Wants
Data analysis revealed that only after the proces
ses of demonstrating, surveying, and coordinating, did
the Community School Directors perceive the need to con
cern themselves with programming aimed at the fulfillment
of specific needs and wants of community residents.

These

activities included the following program areas :
1.

Providing programs for teen-agers.

2.

Opportunities for multi-age and cross-cultural
contacts.

3.

Assisting residents to secure needed services
from existing agencies.

4.

Various senior citizens programs.

5.

Identification of community problems.

6.

Demonstrating social change through the
existing social structure.

7.

Promoting the school.

8.

Promoting volunteer service activity among
community residents.

These findings lend support to Weaver's (1972) con
clusions regarding community contact and involvement
which stresses the process by which decisions are made,
rather than the decisions themselves.

The data suggests

that Community School Directors perceive a need to involve
themselves in the process aspects of Community Education,
prior to programming to satisfy felt needs.

This is at

variance with the theories espoused by Minzey and LaTarte
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(1972) who felt that process should be attempted only
after programs have been offered to a community.
The study revealed that Community School Directors
perceive their roles in terms of the organization of
social activities which afford people access to those
broad areas of activity which are necessary in day-today living.

Hence, role is determined in terms of those

major social functions which are seen as important to the
local residents.

This involves an emphasis on community

functions rather than on community institutions.
This section of the report supported role theory
which stated that persons tend to act according to
expectations.
Summary and Discussion of Findings Related to
Determining the Degree of Compatibility Between
the Duties of Community School Directors and
the Goals of Community Educators.
A major question answered in this section of the
report is the degree of consensus between Community School
Directors perceptions of their duties and the goals of
community educators.
The duties of Community School Directors were
ranked in descending order of importance (see Table W--1 ).
Comparisons were made by determining whether there were
significant differences between the rank-order of the
duties of Community School Directors and the rank-order of
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the goals as perceived by community educators.

Analysis

of data revealed a correlation between the rank-order of
each group’s perception of the importance of the items.
Areas of Agreement
Both groups ranked the following areas very high:
1.

Helping identify resources required to re
solve community problems.

2.

Extending to the community use of the school
facilities.

3.

Coordinating efforts of community agencies
and service groups.

4.

Regularly surveying community attitudes and
interests.

5.

Developing lay leadership among community
members.

6.

Providing a means for effective communication
in the community.

The high ranked areas suggest that community educa
tors and Community School Directors agree that processes
aimed at community involvement were of a high priority.
Whereas no differences were noted within response cate
gories concerning community use of school facilities, in
all other areas above, a higher percentage of Community
School Directors than community educators listed the items
as primary.
Other items for which there was a consensus, but
which received low rankings, included:
1.

Providing pre-school enrichment programs.
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2.

Identifying resources required to resolve
community problems.

3.

Improving the quality of the K-12 program.

4.

Improving parks and recreational facilities
in the community.

5.

Improving student attitude toward law
enforcement.

6.

Improving the physical features of the
community.

7.

Providing emergency financial assistance to
those in the community requiring it.

More community educators than Community School Directors
considered pre-school enrichment programs to be primary.
All other items listed above were perceived as important
outcomes of the Community Education movement by Community
School Directors and as secondary goals by community
educators.
No differences were found in the groups' ranking
of the following items :
1.

Extending to the community use of the school
facilities.

2.

Improving student attitude toward law enforce-

3.

Providing opportunities which increases multi
age and cross-cultural contacts in the com
munity.

4.

Improving educational opportunities for
minority groups.

5.

Serving as the primary public relations com
ponent for the school system.

6.

Improving the image of the school.
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7.

Providing programs for senior citizens.

8.

Providing pre-school enrichment programs.

9.

Demonstrating the methods of social analysis
and change.

10. Providing volunteer service activity among
community residents.
11.

Assisting residents to secure needed services
from existing agencies.

12.

Surveying community attitudes and interests.

13. Developing leadership among lay members of
the community.
14.

15.

Demonstrating within the school a plan for
social interaction which serves as a model
in the community.
Improving park and recreational facilities.

The following observations were based on analysis
of differences between the computed and tabled value of
the statistic, chi square (p = .05).
Areas of Conflict
Differences were observed in the following areas
which were listed as primary by Community School Directors:
1.

Demonstrating sound principles of leadership.

2.

Providing opportunities for increasing commun
ity participation in the K-12 educational
program.

3.

Providing recreational programs for all age
groups.

4.

Promoting the school as the primary educational
agency.

5.

Providing programs which compensate for weak
nesses elsewhere in the educational system.
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In contrast, differences were observed in the following
areas which were rated as primary by community educators :
1.

Providing programs which allow adults an
opportunity to obtain a high school diploma.

2.

Providing vocational training programs for
those in need of it.

3.

Coordinating community participation in civic
projects.

The apparent discrepancy in this area centered
around priorities.

Community educators placed heavy

emphasis on specific goals aimed at the resolution of
identified social problems, whereas, the Community School
Directors saw a need to concentrate on dutues aimed at a
much wider community concept.

The level of severity

involved in this apparent role-goal conflict is minor
because during the process of problem identification, the
Community School Director would become aware of the need
for providing programs aimed at the achievement of the
goals identified by the community educators.
The data indicate that the Community School Directors
perceive their activities as the dynamic aspects of the
Community Education process.

Getzels and Guba (1958), and

Gross, et al (1958) suggest that these goals and roles are
the product of interactions within a social system.
Conclusions
The conclusions drawn from this study were based on:
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(1)

data analysis, (2) consideration of theoretical and

conceptual dimensions of role theory, and (3) background
information provided in Chapter I.
Conclusions Regarding the Duties of
Community School Directors
1.

In the interactive process, it would appear
that the Community School Director has a role
expectation.that is institutional oriented
(what the school expects him to do), and an
other that is community oriented (what the com
munity expects him to do). Because the Com
munity School Director is attached to a school
system in a hierarchial relationship, the kind
of work he will be able to do, the linking
mechanisms he can use, and the activities he
can develop, will be affected by the social
structure in which he finds himself, the
school.

2.

This study revealed that Community School Di
rectors place primary emphasis on process
duties first, and then on program activities.
However, review of the literature suggests that
in social organizations such as schools, roles
are analyzed in terms of behaviors accompanying
different positions and the dichotomous problem
an individual has in trying to fulfill contra
dictory roles simultaneously (Davenport, 1972).
Typical school-based accountability models
place more emphasis on programs than process
•(Kramer and Specht, 1969 ; Weaver, 1972 ). Hence,
the Community School Director must resolve the
conflict that occurs in trying to decide
whether the emphasis should be on getting the
job done, or the process of achievement.

3.

The study seems to indicate that the role of
the Community School Director is changing from
primarily that of programming to a process
orientation which attempts to meet community
needs.
It appears that structures, inter
actions, and sentiments which build common com
munity interests and goals are primary concerns.
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The interdependent parts which make up the
structure for an effective Community Education
program consists of the (1) school, (2) the
Community School Directors and (3 ) the community.
The study suggests that the interaction be
tween the groups is mutual and reciprocal.
This interaction is a type of consensus which
begins with some common grounds of interest or
shared objectives which can be developed
among those concerned with any given condition
or problem. This is consistent with Gross,
et al. (1958) findings on homogeneity and
interaction in developing role concensus.
This study indicates that the task of the Com
munity School Director is to utilize means
appropriate to the situation to create a cli
mate in which problems can be identified and
resolved.
Conclusions Regarding the Degree of Com
patibility Between the Duties of Community
School Dir^ectors and the Goals of Community
Education
1.

Community School Directors and community educa
tors view Community Education as a community
service program with emphasis on improving the
condition of life in the community.

2.

Both Community School Directors and community
educators saw a need (1) to provide social
and psychological benefits to community resi
dents through self-help and mutual aid programs,
(2) to increase effectiveness of service de
livery systems, and (3) to bring about institu
tional change.

3.

There was a significant rank-order relationship
between the goals of community educators and
the duties of Community School Directors.

4.

The study revealed unity among the groups con
sidered in this study in their efforts to coor
dinate the activities of many agencies with the
school.

These conclusions imply that both groups stress the
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importance of the school in the socialization process.
Stress is not on formal classes, but on actual experiences
which lead to greater success in handling later experi
ences.

This can be done through providing programs

designed to meet specific needs and wants of a community,
or through a process which attempts to organize and
activate each community so that it more nearly reaches
its potential for democratic involvement.
Progress in education and community living comes
through the development of common concerns among individ
uals and social groups.

This provides a common defini

tion of the situation out of which action roles for com
munity educators can be developed.

This study suggests

that the identification, discussion, and resolution of
community problems can only be accomplished through
harnessing the efforts of all relevant social and welfare
agencies so that the achievement of action roles can be
maximized.
In general, the findings of this study give strong
support to Weaver's (1972) theory of an emerging pattern
in Community Education.

Both Community School Directors

and community educators appear to perceive a need to de
velop processes for working in a dynamic societal setting.
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Recommendations
The study revealed that Community School Directors
have contractual obligations to school systems but per
ceive their role in terms of community expectations.
Thus, there is a need to expand the job of the Community
School Director to include responsibility for the process
of community development and accountability to the group
which develops those processes.

In the United States, a

social setting exists which is characterized by community
disorganization.

This would suggest a need for Community

School Directors to function in a setting which is com
munity oriented and part of a natural open system.

This

would allow a viable means of defining community goals
and resolving community problems.
In the traditional school setting, there appears to
be a great disparity between the institution's expecta
tions and the community's expectations for the Cojnmunity
School Director.

Therefore, the Community School Direc

tor should be exposed to working in conflict situations
during the training process.
The Community School Director should help and
encourage people to learn and gain competence in planning
for change.

Toff1er (1970) emphasized the importance of

an educational structure which will meet the present and
future needs of a community.

He stated;
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For those educators who recognize the bank
ruptcy of the present system, but remain un
certain about next steps, the council movement
could provide purpose as well as power, through
alliance with, rather than hostility toward,
youth, businessmen, trade unionists, scientists,
and others . . . The movement could build broad
political support for the super-industrial
revolution in education [pp. 358-359].
Community Councils can become effective voices of
the people if the members receive appropriate training and
opportunity.

The Community School Director should con

sider his work with Community Councils to be one of his

Existing programs should be modified so that the
school becomes a member of the Community Education con
sortium rather than taking on all responsibilities by
itself.

Schools presently satisfy some educational needs

of the community.

However, more adults are involved in

organized educational programs outside the school than in
it (Weaver, 1972).

Both Community School Directors and

community educators indicated the need to identify other
resources and to join with them in concerted efforts.
This should be one of the primary tasks of the Community
School Director.

In this way joint efforts can be begun

which can lead to combined community efforts to overcome
local problems.
Standards for Community School Directors should be
developed based on a process model.

Although definitive
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standards have not been developed for either a program or
a process model, this investigation generally supports
Weaver's (1972) finding that Community School Directors
need: (1) the personal requisites of objectivity, initia
tive and adaptability, (2) the ability to analyze the
social setting and provide leadership in defining educa
tional problems, and (3) increased skills in organiza
tional management, human behavior and understanding
different social systems.
Implications
The findings of this study provide practicing educa
tors with the results of an investigation of the duties of
Community School Directors and the degree to which they
correspond to the goals of community educators.

Through

an awareness of Community School Directors' perceptions
of their duties and community educators' perceptions of
goals, the practitioner may be better equipped to under
stand emerging trends in Community Education.
The results of this study provoke a series of ques
tions which need further investigation.

An examination of

the results of the study shows that Community School
Directors perceive their role as defined by the community
rather than by the educational institution.

However,

because of hierarchial relationships which exist between
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a school board and its employees, it is possible that role
conflict prevents the Community School Director from
achieving many community expectations.

Further research

is needed in this area.
The Flint Community School District serves as a
nationwide demonstration of the Community Education Con
cept in action.

Currently, under a reorganization model

proposed by Superintendent Peter Clancy (1972), "the Com
munity School Director is in a direct line position under
the principal."

This infers that the principal becomes

the superordinate and the Community School Director the
subordinate.

The question is how do these two perceive

responsibility, authority, delegation, leadership, and
job expectations.

If the Community School Director per

ceives his role as defined by the community, as this study
seems to indicate, how are differing institutional expec
tations resolved?

How much authority does the Community

School Director have in implementing delegated responsi
bility?

Serious consideration should be given to these

questions.
This study used district-wide directors of Com
munity Education as subjects.

Would there have been dif

ferent conclusions in this study if this investigation had
used building-level Community School Directors?

Perhaps

this question needs to be explored by another investiga-
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APPENDIX A
(Langs)
NATIONAL STUDY OF THE DUTIES OF
COMMUNITY SCHOOL DIRECTORS

COMMUNITY SCHOOL DIRECTORS' DUTIES

Listed below are some suggested duties of a Com
munity School Director. Please place a check mark in the
appropriate column opposite each duty based upon your
perception of its importance
"a primary duty," "a
secondary duty," or "not a duty."
Primary
duty

Secondary
duty

Not a
duty

1.
The Community School
Director assists in reducing
crime and juvenile delin
quency.
2.
The Community School
Director attempts to im
prove the physical features
of the community.
3.
The Community School
Director coordinates the
efforts of community agencies
and service groups.
4.
The Community School
Director promotes the school
as the primary education
agency in the community.
5.
The Community School
Director extends to the com
munity use of the school
facilities.
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COMMUNITY SCHOOL D I RECTORS’ DUTIES

Primary
duty

Secondary
duty

Not a
duty

6.
The Community School
Director provides teenagers
with social, recreational,
and enrichment activities.
7.
The Community School
Director provides the school
as a forum for discussion
and resolution of current
community social problems.
8.
The Community School
Director provides opportuni
ties for increasing commun
ity participation in the
K-12 educational program.
9.
The Community School
Director identifies com
munity problems.
10.
The Community School
Director provides programs
which compensate for weak
nesses elsewhere in the
education system.
11.
The Community School
Director prevents school
dropouts by providing pro
grams especially for poten
tial failures.
12.
The Community School
Director strives to improve
student attitude toward law
enforcement.
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COMMUNITY SCHOOL DIRECTORS’ DUTIES

Primary
duty

Secondary
duty

Not a
duty

13.
The Community School
Director provides opportuni
ties which increase multi
age and cross-cultural con
tacts in the community.
14.
The Community School
Director provides programs
which allow adults an oppor
tunity to obtain a high
school diploma.
15.
The Community School
Director provides recreation
programs for all age groups
in the community.
16.
The Community School
Director helps identify
resources required to re
solve community problems.
17.
The Community School
Director improves educa
tional opportunities for
minority groups.
18.
The Community School
Director identifies re
sources required to resolve
community problems.
19.
The Community School
Director coordinates com
munity participation in civic
projects.
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COMMUNITY SCHOOL DIRECTORS'

Primary
duty

DUTIES

Secondary 1 Not a
duty
duty

20.
The Community School
Director serves as the pri
mary public relations man
.for the school system.
21.
The Community School
Director provides vocational
training programs for those
members of the community
requiring them.
22.
The Community School
Director provides a means
for effective communication
in the community.
23.
The Community School
Director improves the public
image of the school.
24.
The Community School
Director provides programs
for senior citizens in the
community.
25.
The Community School
Director attempts to improve
the quality of the K-12
educational programs.
26.
The Community School
Director provides pre-school
enrichment programs.
27.
The Community School
Director creates employment
opportunities in the local
community.
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COMMUNITY SCHOOL DIRECTORS' DUTIES

Primary
duty

Secondary
duty

Not a
duty

28.
The Community School
Director demonstrates the
humanistic approach to edu
cational problems.
29.
The Community School
Director provides emergency
financial assistance for
those in the community
requiring it.
30.
The Community School
Director demonstrates the
methods of social analysis
and change.
31.
The Community School
Director works to eliminate
duplication of efforts among
community agencies.
32.
The Community School
Director assists residents
to secure needed services
from existing agencies.
33.
The Community School
Director promotes volunteer
service activity among com
munity residents.
34.
The Community School
Director gives leadership to
groups promoting positive
political changes for the
improvement of education.
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COMMUNITY SCHOOL DIRECTORS'

Primary
duty

DUTIES

Secondary
duty

Not a
duty

35.
The Community School
Director regularly surveys
community attitudes and
interests.
36.
The Community School
Director develops leadership
among lay members of the
community.
37.
The Community School
Director demonstrates within
the school a plan for social
interaction which serves as
a model for community living.
38.
The Community School
Director demonstrates the
means to positive social
change within the existing
social system.
39.
The Community School
Director demonstrates sound
principles of leadership.
40.
The Community School
Director seeks to improve
park and recreational
facilities in the community.
41.

42.
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APPENDIX A
(Weaver)
NATIONAL STUDY OF THE GOALS OF
COMMUNITY EDUCATION

COMMUNITY EDUCATION GOALS

Listed below are some suggested goals^ of Community
Education. Please place a check mark in the appropriate
column opposite each goal based upon your perception of
its importance
"a primary goal," "a secondary goal,"
or "not a goal."
Primary
goal

Secondary
goal

Not a
goal

1.
Community Education
reduces crime and juvenile
delinquency.
2.
Community Education
improves the physical fea
tures of the community.
3.
Community Education
coordinates the efforts of
community agencies and
service groups.
4.
Community Education
promotes the school as the
primary education agency in
the community.
5.
Community Education
extends to the community use
of the school facilities.
6.
Community Education pro
vides teenagers with social,
recreational, and enrichment
activities.
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COMMUNITY EDUCATION GOALS

Primary
goal

Secondary
goal

Not a
goal

7.
Community Education
provides the school as a
forum for discussion and
resolution of current com
munity social problems.
8.
Community Education
provides opportunities for
increasing community parti
cipation in the K-12 educa
tional program.
9.
Community Education
identifies community prob
lems .
10.
Community Education
provides programs which
compensate for weaknesses
elsewhere in the education
system.
11.
Community Education
prevents school dropouts by
providing programs especially
for potential failures.
12.
Community Education
improves student attitude
toward law enforcement.
13.
Community Education
provides opportunities which
increase multi-age and crosscultural contacts in the
community.
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COMMUNITY EDUCATION GOALS

Primary
goal

Secondary
goal

Not a
goal

14.
Community Education
provides programs which
allow adults an opportunity
to obtain a high school
diploma.
15.
Community Education
provides recreation programs
for all age groups in the
community.
16.
Community Education
helps identify resources
required to resolve community
problems.
17.
Community Education
improves educational oppor
tunities for minority groups.
18.
Community Education
identifies resources required
to resolve community problems.
19.
Community Education
coordinates community parti
cipation in civic projects.
20.
Community Education
serves as the primary public
relations agent for the
school system.
21.
Community Education
provides vocational training
programs for those members
of the community requiring
them.
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COMMUNITY EDUCATION GOALS

Primary
goal

Secondary
goal

Not a
goal

22.
Community Education
provides a means for effec
tive communication in the
community.
23.
Community Education
improves the public image
of the school.
24.
Community Education
provides programs for senior
citizens in the community.
25.
Community Education
improves the quality of the
K-12 educational programs.
26.
Community Education
provides pre-school enrich
ment programs.
27.
Community Education
creates employment opportu
nities in the local community.
28.
Community Education
demonstrates the humanistic
approach to educational
problems.
29.
Community Education
provides emergency financial
assistance for those in the
community requiring it.
30.
Community Education
demonstrates the methods of
social analysis and change.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

COMMUNITY EDUCATION GOALS

Primary
goal

Secondary
goal

Not a
goal

31.
Community Education
works to eliminate duplica
tion of efforts among com
munity agencies.
32.
Community Education
assists residents to secure
needed services from
existing agencies.
33.
Community Education
promotes volunteer service
activity among community
residents.
34.
Community Education
gives leadership to groups
promoting positive political
changes for the improvement
of education.
35.
Community Education
regularly surveys community
attitudes and interests.
36.
Community Education
develops leadership among
lay members of the community.
37.
Community Education
demonstrates within the
school a plan for social
interaction which serves as
a model for community
living.
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COMMUNITY EDUCATION GOALS

Primary
goal

Secondary
goal

Not a
goal

38.
Community Education
demonstrates the means to
positive social change
within the existing social
system.
39.
Community Education
demonstrates sound principles
of leadership.
1+0.
Community Education
improves park and recrea
tional facilities in the
community.
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APPENDIX B

NATIONAL STUDY OF THE DUTIES
OF COMMUNITY SCHOOL DIRECTORS

PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL DATA

Present Position
Geographic Area (Circle one) Northeast, Southeast,
Northwest, Southwest, Midwest, Other ____
Population served (indicate in each category the percent
which that category represents of the total
population served by you.)
Upper Class ____

Black

Upper Middle____

White

Middle

Urban
Surburban_
Rural ____

_____

Lower Middle_____
Lower

_____

Total

100%

Am. Indian

Total

100%

Total

100%

Financing of Community Education Program (Please indicate
the percent of financing from each category
listed below.)
Federal Funds
State Funds
Local Public Funds
Private Funds
Other

Specify
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PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL DATA (continued)

Years employed in Community Education__________Age_____
Highest degree held____________________________________
Institution which granted degree^
Majors_________________
Minors
Have you participated in Mott Training Programs?
Yes_______ No______
If yes, please indicate the type of program
_______ Six-week Training Program
_______Workshop
_______ Year-long Internship
Work Experience Background:
Position

Nbr. of Years
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PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL DATA (continued)

Factors contributing to your entry into the field of Com
munity Education.
(If you care to, would you please
indicate in your own words the circumstances which led up
to your entry into the field of Community Education.)

Did you participate in the 1972 National Study of the
Goals of Community Education survey conducted by Donald C.
Weaver, Past President, National Community School Educa
tion Association?
YES

NO
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NATIONAL COIVHVIUMITY SCHOOL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION
1017

A V ON

ST

•

FLI NT.

MI CHI GAN

4 850 3

•

CE0-1631

June 8, 1973

Dear Community Educator:
What is the emerging role of the Community School Director?
A 19 72 study by Dr. Donald C. Weaver, immediate past presi
dent NCSEA, of goals of community educators across the
United States revealed an increasing emphasis on Community
Education as a community involvement process through which
individuals* needs are met, regardless of the area of con
cern or the organization providing the service.
A study of the actual duties of Community School Directors the persons responsible for implementing and administering
the Community education program - will, hopefully, provide
insight into the extent to which these goals are being
achieved.
You have been identified as a community educator who has
had a significant impact in your community. We need your
help in assisting us in identifying the actual duties of
Community Directors.
Attached you will find the following forms to complete:
1) National Study of the Duties of Community School
Directors.
2) Personal and Professional Data
Upon completion, will you please return them to us as soon
as possible.
Nick Pappadakis
NCSEA Executive Secretary

Walter Langs
Mott Foundation Fellow
National Center for Community Education
WL/ejh
Enclosures
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RIATIOMAL COMMUNXTY SCHOOL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION
1017

A V ON

ST

•

FLI NT,

MI CHI GAN

4 8 503

•

CE8-1631

January 12, 197*4

Dear Community Educator :
Many thanks for participating in our research pro
ject, "National Study of the Duties of Community School
Directors." Response was great. One-hundred and twelve
of you completed and returned the questionnaire. For
this we are most grateful.
Analysis of the data is being done at the present
time and the findings will be available at an early date.
Thanks again.
Sincerely,

Leroy Watt,
Executive Secretary, NCSEA

Walter Langs, Jr.
Consultant, C. S. Mott Foundation

/ejh
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APPENDIX D

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS
BY STATES

Region and

Number of
Questionnaires
Sent

Number of
Questionnaires
Returned

2
2
3

2
2
3

3
4
2

3
3
2

4
3
21
2

4
3
19
2

6
4
4

6
3
4

4
1
2
3
10

3
1
2
3
9

NORTHEAST
Maine
Vermont
Massachusetts
MID ATLANTIC
New York
New Jersey
Pennsylvania
EAST NORTH CENTRAL
Ohio
Illinois
Michigan
Wisconsin
WEST NORTH CENTRAL
Minnesota
Missouri
SOUTH ATLANTIC
Delaware
Washington, D.C.
North Carolina
Georgia
Florida
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GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS
BY STATES (Continued)

Region and
States

Number of
Questionnaires
Sent

Number of
Questionnaires
Returned

EAST SOUTH CENTRAL
Alabama
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL
Louisiana
Texas
MOUNTAIN
Idaho
Colorado
New Mexico
Arizona
Utah
PACIFIC
Washington
Oregon
California
Alaska
Hawaii

Grand Total

120

112

(93%)
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